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There is a growing tendency within performance practice to use participation to 
activate audiences and challenge the audience-performer relationship (White 2013, 
1). In visual arts there is a further leaning towards making these actions relational, 
that is, using social relations between viewers as the aesthetic material of the work 
(Bourriaud 1998, 8). There is a corresponding debate about whether participatory 
and/or relational forms increase audience agency and how the aesthetic qualities of 
these interactions should be judged (Freshwater 2009, 56). This practice-led research 
project uses the theoretical concerns raised in Gareth White's theory of the invitation 
along with Nicolas Bourriaud's theory of relational aesthetics and Claire Bishop's 
critique of Bourriaud to inform the creation of a relational performance: Plays Well 
With Others. This performance uses play, as described by theorists such as Johan 
Huizinga, Stuart Brown and Bernard Suits, as a site of active negotiation where 
relationships between audience members can embrace both sociability and 
antagonism. The aesthetic goal of this work is informed by James P. Carse's 
philosophical concept of the infinite game. This project is weighted 70% toward the 
practical component and 30% toward the written component and, informed by the 
performance of Plays Well With Others. This exegesis argues that play is an 
excellent tool for moving from the participatory to the relational in performance 
work and suggests that such a step requires a conceptual shift in our understanding of 
authorship.   
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1.1 Key Terms 
Relational Aesthetics: Coined by critic Nicolas Bourriaud to describe work ‘taking as 
its theoretical horizon the realm of human interactions and its social context’ (1998, 
14). 
Relational Performance: Performance that seeks to provoke relationships between 
audience members and situate the performance's meaning within those relationships. 
Sociability: The quality of being social. The focus of relational art is the ‘invention 
of models of sociability’ (Bourriaud 1998, 28). 
Antagonism: The necessary disagreements of a functioning democracy. ‘The 
relationship that emerges between […] incomplete entities’ (Bishop 2004, 66). 
Play: A state of being characterised by intrinsic motivation, loss of self-awareness, 
improvisation, potential and continuation desire. 
Game: The structured activities of play: ‘the voluntary attempt to overcome 
unnecessary obstacles’ (Suits 2005, 41). 
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2 INTRODUCTION  
Plays Well With Others emerged out of a long investigation of participatory arts I 
have undertaken as an audience member, performer and creator. I first encountered 
Bourriaud's Relational Aesthetics as an undergraduate studying visual arts and 
believed it contained an inherent theatricality. My experience in participatory 
performance served to catalyse my interest in pushing beyond the participatory and 
into the relational and also highlighted play as a powerful motivating agent for 
participatory audiences.  
This practice-led research project is an attempt to rigorously investigate the intuitions 
that I have developed in my professional practice by engaging both in theoretical 
research and reflective practice. The results are embedded in the performance work I 
have undertaken and this document cannot hope to address the breadth of my 
explorations. During this research project I have explored game design, utopianism, 
anarchism, the Situationists, theatrical training, post-dramatic theatre, performance 
art, and many other subjects. There are also realms of playful theatrical enquiry, such 
as clown, theatre sports, drama in education and others that may provide insight into 
my work but are beyond the scope of a masters project. The project necessarily 
embraces multiplicity, chaos and distraction and my research question has continued 
to evolve throughout the project.  However, while these investigations have all 
informed my research, and are embedded in the performance I created, within this 
document I have been forced to curate a narrative of my research in order to provide 
clarity rather than create confusion for the reader. 
The research question I have arrived at is: can theories of the invitation, relational 
aesthetics, and play be combined to provide the tools and an aesthetic for the creation 
of relational performance? Along the way I have asked whether the shift of focus 
away from the audience/performer relationship means that relational art cannot be 
considered performance in the theatrical sense and whether such playful relationality 
is a valuable artistic contribution to society. While the full, complex answers to these 
questions are embedded in my practice I have endeavoured to provide more succinct 
answers within this document. Firstly, I give context to the project by discussing the 
three key theoretical concerns that have had the greatest impact on the work - the 
invitation, relational aesthetics and play - with examples of performance makers 
whose work elucidate these concerns. Secondly, I discuss how I position myself as a 
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researcher, the practice-led methodology of my research and the evolution of my data 
collection through the four cycles of practice. Thirdly, I give a narrative account of 
the practice cycles and how the provisional findings of each cycle informed the next. 
I then discuss my major findings through the three key theories, focusing on the final 
showing at the Festival of Australian Student Theatre (FAST). In my conclusion I 
argue for the success of the project as a relational performance that mediates between 
sociability and antagonism and suggest that Carse's vision of the gardener is a 
valuable metaphor for artists who wish to create relational work. 
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3 CONTEXTUAL REVIEW 
3.1 Introduction 
There are three theoretical elements that intersect within this project. Firstly, I will 
introduce Gareth White’s theory of the invitation as a way to discuss audiences’ 
engagement with interactive work. Secondly, Bourriaud’s influential theory of 
Relational Aesthetics will be discussed as the catalyst for work that moves beyond 
the participatory and into the relational. This shift is further explored through play 
theorists such as Johan Huizinga, Stuart Brown and Bernard Suits and performance 
theorists Victor Turner and Richard Schechner. Finally I will discuss a key 
inspiration for this project, James P. Carse and his vision of infinite play. Each of 
these areas is embedded in an extensive critical discourse, a full accounting of which 
is beyond the scope of this study. Instead the goal of my research has primarily been 
to find tools and aesthetic inspiration for my practice. In this review I will give a 
brief overview of each of these areas and provide examples of artists working with 
the concepts discussed.  
3.2 Participation and The Invitation 
In the field of audience reception, discussion of the audience's role within 
performance has primarily focused on an audience that is, however creatively 
involved, physically passive. Scholars such as Bennett (1997) have highlighted the 
creative input of the audience within traditional theatre but do not address 
participatory work. Others, such as Jacques Ranciére (2011) and Helen Freshwater 
(2009), are critical of claims that active participation empowers the audience or 
makes them more socially engaged. Susan Kattwinkel points out that the passive 
audience is ‘a relatively new condition of theatrical experience, but nevertheless has 
become so prevalent that it is the status quo for most theatre in the West’ (2003, ix). 
She has suggested that due to the varied forms of participation in theatre an 
overarching theory may not be possible (Kattwinkel 2003, x). However, White 
(2013) has approached this problem by identifying that the invitation to participate is 
a key aesthetic feature that all participatory work shares, regardless of its form or 
political aspirations. 
White’s work provides a wide-ranging critical discussion of participation in 
performance and highlights some critical issues that practitioners must consider. He 
identifies four types of invitation: overt, implicit, covert, and accidental and suggests 
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that the particular qualities of the invitation define, and move the audience between, 
theatrical frames (White 2013, 40). These frames not only define what actions the 
participants can choose to take but also how the remaining audience view those 
actions as part of the performance (White 2013, 43). Audience members bring to 
these frames their existing cultural resources that must be considered, and perhaps 
augmented, by the artist if participation is to be successful (White 2013, 47). White 
suggests that while authorship of participatory work is clearly shared between artists 
and participants, creators of participatory work become ‘procedural authors’ who 
define the ‘interactional space’ that audiences must enter if they are to take action 
(White 2013, 31). 
Gob Squad’s treatment of Andy Warhol’s legacy, Gob Squad’s Kitchen (You’ve 
Never Had It So Good) (2013), provides an exemplar of the invitation within a, for 
the most part, traditional theatrical space. First performed in 2007 the show primarily 
uses a traditional relationship between audience and performers, however, by the end 
of the performance each of the four performers has been replaced by an audience 
member who is taking direction through headphones (Gob Squad 2013). They weave 
into the dialogue complex descriptions of the kind of participants they need and how 
they will be selected and then are unwaveringly accepting of what the participants 
offer. This care for the audience creates an atmosphere of genuine co-creation despite 
the participants being directed and fed lines. The company describe their approach to 
interaction, their procedural authorship, as ‘a respectful attempt at seduction’ (Gob 
Squad 2010, 90). 
White uses the term horizon of expectations to characterise the space opened up by 
participation and describes how the horizon defines a landscape of possibility that 
participants alter as they enter the work (2013, 59). White suggests that while these 
horizons are created through the interplay of audience and artist they are established 
primarily by ‘the invitation to participate, and by the relation between the event and 
its context, and the further activities of the facilitators in the frame, all of which are 
to some degree expressions of procedural authorship’ (2013, 60). There is a 
clumsiness in the metaphor as White uses it to describe both limitations and 
potentials. Carse also uses the term horizon in his discussion of play but makes a 
useful distinction between externally defined boundaries and horizons of potential 
that move with the player (1986, 57). This is not to suggest that boundaries are 
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undesirable, but rather to add detail to White’s metaphor in order to identify when 
and how the audience’s experience is more bounded or ‘horizonal’ (Carse 1986, 57).  
Sleep No More (2011), Punch Drunk’s participatory treatment of Macbeth, is 
bounded by the building in which it takes place. But within those hard boundaries the 
scope of the experience moves with the individual audience members as they explore 
the space and expands or contracts as their understanding of the work changes. 
Considering the hard boundaries and moving horizons of participatory work, and the 
invitations that guide the audience into more active theatrical frames, has allowed me 
to balance my procedural authorship with the relational opportunities I am offering to 
the audience. 
3.3 Relational Aesthetics 
White’s work has been an invaluable addition to my understanding of participation in 
theatre but the aim of this study was to move beyond participation and into the 
relational. Relational aesthetics was a term coined by art critic and curator Nicolas 
Bourriaud to describe work ‘taking as its theoretical horizon the realm of human 
interactions and its social context’ (1998, 14). According to Bourriaud relational 
work ‘takes being together as a central theme’ (1998, 15), allows, or requires, the 
‘collective elaboration of meaning’ (1998, 15), and ‘models more than it represents’ 
(1998, 18).  
Many of the artists that Bourriaud discusses use their work to create situations in 
which relationships between audience members, rather than exclusively between the 
individual and the work, become the focus. In Turkish Jokes (1994) Jens Haaning 
broadcast Turkish language jokes in central Oslo creating, according to Bourriaud, a 
‘micro-community, made up of immigrants brought together by collective laughter 
which upsets their exile situation’ (1998,17). These relationships form a social 
interstice, a term that Bourriaud borrows from Marx to describe a relational space 
embedded in the broader cultural system but suggesting distinct possibilities (1998, 
17). This idea resonates with Victor Turner’s concept of liminoid spaces1, in which 
artists are able to play with the elements of culture and thereby suggest new 
directions for cultural evolution (1982, 28). While Turner and Bourriaud agree that 
all art tends towards the liminoid and playful what Bourriaud identifies is an artistic 
                                                
1 Liminoid – playful disruptions to the normal functioning of society. Similar to, but distinct from: 
Liminal – ritualistic suspension of norms that allow orderly transition from one social role to another. 
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tendency to create 'arena of exchange' that model, rather than represent, different 
relational possibilities (Bourriaud 1998, 18). 
While Bourriaud has identified this tendency in visuals arts, performance that seeks 
to create active relationships between audience members is relatively rare. Even 
works such as Rotozaza’s Etiquette (2007), in which the two audience participants sit 
across from each other in a cafe and follow audio instructions, avoids direct relations. 
While the spatial construction is clearly relational the company has preferenced the 
representation of conversational forms over real relationships (Rotozaza 2013). Here, 
and in almost all the participatory works I have witnessed or performed, the real 
relationship must occur in the interstices between instructions. 
Bourriaud has been criticised for being overly optimistic about the political 
effectiveness he ascribes to this kind of work (Bishop 2004, 37). Claire Bishop 
suggests that Bourriaud has replaced dissent and critique with sociability, asserting 
that ‘it is no longer enough to say that activating the viewer tout court is a democratic 
act’ (2004, 78). She suggests that, given the long history of audience activation 
across artistic mediums, artists should focus on the quality of activation rather than 
simply its presence or absence (Bishop 2004, 37). Bishop seems to have a very dim 
view of sociability as a quality suggesting that such work ‘collapses into 
compensatory (and self-congratulatory) entertainment’ (2004, 79). Indeed, 
performative ‘social experiments’ such as The Liberators' Eye Contact with 
Strangers Experiment (2015) seem designed for viral web traffic as much as 
‘weaving the threads for a global humanitarian family to arise’ (The Liberators 
2015). Adam Alston (2013) points out that much immersive theatre, such as Punch 
Drunk’s work, mirrors a neoliberal set of values centred on risk, reward and the 
individual’s autonomy. Nominally relational work also runs this risk if it assumes 
that sociability is inherent in a physically activated audience.  
Instead, Bishop lauds the values of a provocative and antagonistic relationship with 
the audience, pointing out that interactive art is just as susceptible to spectacle as any 
other form and that the world of ‘many to many’ communication, in which we are 
now immersed, has led not to empowerment but to a sea of banality (2012, 277). She 
sees antagonism as the inevitable outcome of ‘incomplete entities’ relating (Bishop 
2004, 66). Antagonistic relationships put our sense of self into play and while Bishop 
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is primarily concerned with visual art her concern with living relationships are 
clearly pertinent within a theatrical context. 
There does seem to be an assumption in Bishop’s critique that empowerment has 
only occurred if people choose the kind of political response that Bishop considers 
desirable. I would argue that artists can reject the overt activism that Bishop seems to 
be advocating and focus on the human-to-human relationship as valuable in and of 
itself, without declaring the kind of a-priori political success that Bourriaud seems to 
claim. Gob Squad believe that interaction ‘is not, as it was in the 60s and 70s, about 
the confrontational shaking-up of a supposed passive mass […] [it is] […] about the 
desire to play […] about forms of interaction that are based on trust and the attempt 
to use the theatre as a communicative space’ (2010, 90).  Ultimately the provocation 
that Bourriaud provides is that it is possible for art to exist between audience 
members and for their relations to be the material of artists. Bishop then sets a further 
challenge to define the quality of these relationships more specifically. With Plays 
Well With Others I have attempted to pass beyond the binary of sociability and 
antagonism by using play not only as a tool to create relationships but also as an 
aesthetic mode of being together that can encompass both possibilities. 
3.4 Features of Play 
Play is such a broad area and touched on by so many disciplines of study that a 
comprehensive overview would be a major work in itself. Instead my review of the 
literature has been a search for aesthetic stimuli and practical tools for pursuing 
relational performance. Within the realm of theatre one may point to diverse forms 
such as clown, theatre sports, or even educational forms such as process drama, to 
find elaborate use of play. However, I have instead looked to the more fundamental 
aspects of play in order to find new inspiration beyond existing dramatic 
conventions. In the host of writers on play I have found several key concepts that 
have informed my practical approach: the centrality of play to our humanity, the 
essential factor of difficulty, the power of the play space and how play is initiated. In 
the philosophical work of Carse I have found ample inspiration for the quality of the 
relations I wish to provoke.  
Brian Sutton-Smith points out that our conception of play often reflect deeper 
cultural arguments and identifies seven rhetorics that have defined play throughout 
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history (1997, 9-11). However, it is important to acknowledge that play has its 
origins in biology rather than culture (Brown 2009, 24). As Johan Huizinga explains 
in his foundational book Homo Ludens ‘play is older than culture, for culture, 
however inadequately defined, always presupposes human society, and animals have 
not waited for man to teach them their playing’ (Huizinga 1950, 1).  Indeed, many of 
the ‘play signals’ we use to initiate play are shared by other mammals (Brown 2009, 
160). White (2013, 47) suggests that successful participation may depend on 
participants having access to the right cultural resources to participate and the deep 
roots of play make it certain that almost any audience I encounter will have a hard-
wired capacity to understand and take part. 
It should also be acknowledged that while play is often discussed as synonymous 
with leisure playful acts very often involve overcoming difficulty. Suits defines a 
game as ‘the voluntary attempt to overcome unnecessary obstacles’ (2005, 41). In 
playing a game we are attempting to do something difficult purely for the pleasure of 
that attempt. Indeed, we can think of the difficulty as the central point of the game. It 
is not putting a ball in a hole that defines golf but the added difficulty of exclusively 
using a stick to do it. Thus, to define the obstacle is to locate the play.  
Play is also separated from work and the rest of life with a ‘magic circle’ (Huizinga 
1950, 10). Within the magic circle, which is often physically defined but can also be 
purely conceptual, the normal rules of life are suspended and new actions and 
meanings become possible (Huizinga 1950, 10). Closely related to Turner’s liminoid 
spaces and Bourriaud’s interstice, many aspects of culture exhibit this characteristic 
of being outside of the general set of rules. However, play is intrinsically motivated, 
that is, unlike liminal spaces, such as courtrooms or churches, the activity that takes 
place within the magic circle cannot be directed towards any external goal without 
corrupting the play (Brown 2009, 13). 
Companies such PVI Collective use game forms extensively in their work, often 
mediated by technology, but these game forms do not always provoke real play. In 
PVI’s most recent work, Black Market (2015), the participants were asked to use an 
app to find performers and trade real items in exchange for performative acts while 
gathering points, levelling up and being rewarded with achievement badges. The 
work clearly offers a high degree of participation, however, with much of the content 
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delivered via audio the work offered no room for actual negotiation and, despite the 
explicit use of game forms, there was little real play. 
By contrast, UK company Coney use much more sophisticated games that privilege 
collaboration and dialogue (Coney 2015). In their work A Small Town Anywhere they 
enrol the audience as citizens of a small town who must play a game of gossip and 
ambition. The magic circle and the rules that govern it are clear so that while the 
narrative is scripted it is also about ‘the room full of strangers who become the 
playing audience, and what communal sense emerges through their play’ (Coney 
2015a). This work is the closest I have found to my vision of relational performance, 
however, in Plays Well With Others I am seeking to use play as both form and 
content and offer audiences a much more open sense of what can take place. 
3.5 A Playful Aesthetic 
This drive to openness has been profoundly shaped by Carse. His vision of the 
infinite game provides the guiding light for the kind of endlessly renegotiated play I 
hope to provoke. He suggests that life itself is play, made up of a series of nested 
games that make up every aspect of our existence and distinguishes between finite 
play, which is bounded, serious and played to win, from infinite play, which is 
horizonal, non-serious and played to extend the play (1986, 3). He then applies this 
binary to many elements of culture to suggest a way of living that embodies infinite 
play.  
He draws an important distinction between the theatrical act of moving someone and 
the human act of touching them (1986, 75). To emotionally move someone requires 
that the destination be pre-determined and that one person remain unmoved while 
acting on the passive other (1986, 75). By contrast, to emotionally touch someone is 
reciprocal and unpredictable; it is an equal exchange and, by definition, non-
representational (1986, 75). It is fundamentally relational, a relinquishing of control 
by both parties that puts into play the roles of both performer and audience. 
Another of the binaries Carse establishes is between the machine, a designed 
assemblage of independent parts, and the garden, a complex system that operates 
under its own power (1986, 119). The garden is ‘a place of growth, of maximized 
spontaneity’ and the gardener is ‘acutely attentive to the deep patterns of natural 
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order, but are also aware that there will always be much lying beyond their vision’ 
(Carse 1986, 118). He ties this explicitly to cultural activities stating: 
All culture has the form of gardening: the encouragement of spontaneity in 
others by way of one’s own, the respect for source, and the refusal to 
convert source into resource […] Gardeners celebrate variety, unlikeness, 
spontaneity […] so also in culture. Infinite players understand that the rigor 
of a culture has to do with the variety of its sources, the differences within 
itself (Carse 1986, 127-128). 
The intimacy and liveness of touch and the respect a gardener has for the autonomy 
and diversity of their co-creators have formed key inspirations for this project. 
Carse is also explicit about the relationship between play, art (which he terms 
poiesis) and the kind of political content that Bourriaud claims for Relational 
Aesthetics. He suggests that art’s role is not to promote a particular ideology but to 
bring the audience into play saying, ‘what confounds a society is not serious 
opposition, but the lack of seriousness altogether. Generals can more easily suffer 
attempts to oppose their warfare with poiesis than attempts to show warfare as 
poiesis’ (1986, 54-55). This vision of art as a fundamentally relational exercise that 
seeks to put the elements of society into constant play provide a link between the 
aesthetic goals of the project and it’s social relevance.  
Carse is not alone in acknowledging the disruptive potential embedded in play’s fun. 
Describing children’s pretending, Tykkyläinen and Laakso also give a near perfect 
description of why play is so rich in relational potential: 
[It] is a challenge for the players because there are a few strict rules to obey; 
it is open to imagination, new moves and details. While playing, the players 
have a common goal but they may have separate interests. The players may 
want to direct and control the ongoing play but at the same time they have to 
do so in co-operation with the co-player(s). Consequently, the play is an 
environment of constant negotiations […] When separate interests occur, 
the play is also a locus of strategic interaction and proposing (2010, 243). 
It is the vital importance of this ‘environment of constant negotiations’ that Carse 
provides a philosophical argument for and which lies at the heart of this project.  
3.6 Conclusion 
I have examined White's analysis of audience participation, relational aesthetics and 
its critics, and elements of play in order to create a theoretical grounding for a 
relational performance that can mediate between antagonism and sociability by 
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embracing Carse's vision of the infinite game. While many theatre companies 
activate their audiences and engage them in the actions of the performance, even 
using game forms to do so, Plays Well With Others seeks to give the audience a far 
greater degree of control over the work in order to reframe the negotiation of play as 




In this section I will discuss the methodology used to research and create Plays Well 
With Others. I will position myself as a researcher, outline my approach through 
theories of practice-led research and action research and outline my data collection 
strategies during the four cycles of practice I have engaged in. 
4.6 Positioning the Artist Researcher 
As an artist I have always been drawn to multiplicity, an exploratory and process 
oriented sense of meaning and an understanding of our relationship to the world as 
inescapably subjective. This research is filtered through the lens of Post-
Structuralism and therefore seeks to identify context specific meanings that are 
intertwined with the broader discourse of my practice rather than exposing any 
singular truth (Fawcett 2008, 3). Ernest T Stringer locates action research within an 
effort to decentralise knowledge claims and move away from generalisable truths and 
towards local contexts (Stringer 2014, x). While this project does not engage with the 
kinds of locality that Stringer is pointing towards, this acceptance of a multiplicity 
interfaces well with my practice in which I deprivilege myself as creator by allowing 
audience members to define not only meaning but action. As a participant observer I 
have entered the field ‘with an open mind to see what life is like’ before testing clear 
hypotheses (Platt 2004, 798). As a researcher the decisions I have made throughout 
this project seek to open possibilities rather than arrive at conclusions and are led by 
an inescapably subjective understanding of what is contributing to these possibilities 
rather than a claim to objective truth. 
4.2 Practice-led Research 
Practice-led research is defined by Carol Grey as ‘research which is initiated in 
practice, where questions, problems, challenges are identified and formed by the 
needs of practice and practitioners’ (1996, 3). She goes on to suggest that practice 
forms the research strategy and the research methodology is predominantly built 
from pre-existing methods of practice (Grey 1996, 3). Furthermore, practice-led 
research outputs and knowledge claims are made through the form of practice 
(Haseman 2006, 4). This definition forms the conceptual basis of my research 
methodology. This project is born out of, and interlaced with, an ongoing practice as 
a performer and creator. Grey states that it can be difficult to identify the borders 
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between practice and research and suggests that those two elements form a critical 
dialogue in which practice-led research is simultaneously ‘generative and reflective’ 
(1996, 10). 
Practice-led research embraces complexity with a responsive methodology that is 
‘driven by the requirements of practice and the creative dynamic of the artwork’ 
(Grey 1996, 15). It is born out of a creative impulse, what Haseman calls ‘an 
enthusiasm of practice’ (2007, 4), and requires an acknowledgement that ‘traditional 
systems for knowledge that rely on probable outcomes or plausible interpretations 
cannot fully respond to the challenge of new interpretive possibilities’ (Sullivan 
2009, 62). 
Brad Haseman suggests that, despite its unique characteristics, the quality of 
practice-led research and its contribution to knowledge must be proved through a 
convincingly articulated methodology and knowledge claims that are verifiable by 
peer review (2009, 57). However, Graeme Sullivan suggests that definitions of 
practice-led research that aim to prove its equivalence within existing conceptions of 
research ‘distort the potential of the arts as a fully accredited participant in the 
research enterprise’ (2009, 44). This tension between the validating structures of the 
research industry and the potential of art as source of knowledge arises often in 
writing about practice-led research and seems especially potent given recent doubts 
about the methodological ‘hygiene’ of far more conventional research methodologies 
(Open Science Collaboration 2015). While I share Sullivan’s concerns that there is 
an implicit devaluing of art as a form of knowledge in any attempt to justify it 
through existing research paradigms, and harbour my own epistemological doubts 
about objectivity as a necessary, or indeed possible, component of knowledge, there 
is also a practical need to ground the practice in some theory that differentiates this 
project from my practice and makes its theoretical concerns and formal strategies 
more accessible to critique. To this end I have looked to the more established form of 
action research.  
4.3 Action Research 
Action research has a long history within a range of fields that seek to use research to 
further their practice (Thomas 2013, 145). Kim Yasuda points out that many artists 
outside of the academic arena have used ‘imaginative forms of activated research 
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[…] giving process and reception equal weight in the production of forms' (2009, 
126). This makes it an ideal, and commonly used, set of strategies for practice-led 
research. McNiff and Whitehead suggest that the action becomes research ‘when you 
decide to investigate what you are doing, explain how and why you have improved 
your practice (or at least tried), and what your purposes were’ (2009, 14). 
The central construct of action 
research is a repeated cycle of 
theorising, planning, acting and 
reflecting often represented in a 
diagram such as figure 2 (Thomas 
2013, 112). This cycle becomes the 
backbone for a research narrative, 
a crucial element of action research 
that serves to communicate the 
significance of the research for 
public legitimation (McNiff and 
Whitehead 2009, 53).  
This structure has been useful in balancing the theoretical and practical elements of 
this project. However, the narrative it structures is not a definitive account but has 
been constructed and reconstructed throughout the project (Columbo 2003, para. 12). 
Practice-led research is ‘unruly, ambiguous and marked by extremes of interpretive 
anxiety for the reflexive researcher’ (Haseman and Mafe 2009, 220) and could 
perhaps be better represented as in figure 3 below. While clearly light-hearted this 
diagram is itself a reflective strategy as well as being an honest attempt to more 
sincerely chart my research process and embrace the aesthetic character of my 
subject material. 
Action research acknowledges this complexity by accepting that the researcher is 
embedded within the research and placing them in partnership with the research 
subjects, embracing subjectivity within the research (Newton, 2006, 3). When I 
perform Plays Well With Others I am simultaneously researcher, creator, performer 
and playmate. I am the subject, object and tool of research. Action research provides 
a means of managing this complex interplay of roles and a validating structure for 
Figure 2: Action research cycle 
Bonfire Creative Intelligence 2011 
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the inevitably subjective nature of my understanding as I reflect on the cycles of 
practice I have engaged in. 
 
Figure 3: 'Actiondental research' reflective diagram 
4.4 Data Collection Methods 
Practice-led research tends towards multi-modal methods that are flexible and may 
be born out of the specific needs of the project (Mercer and Robson 2012, 14). There 
have been three phases of practice leading up to the final production of Plays Well 
With Others. While drawing extensively on the methods of my practice the novel 
nature of the form required a degree of methodological ‘playful trial and error’ 
(Fenton 2012, 45). 
Cycle 1 was to consist of eight, two hours sessions in which I would gather elements 
of the participants’ play histories, discuss our understanding of play and watch 
participants at play. Its design resembled a ‘creative development’ process of 
discussion and creative experimentation and relied heavily on directorial practices 
such as, setting and observing improvisations and games, facilitated discussions, and 
critical reflection. I used participant observation, taking notes throughout sessions, as 
well as video or audio recording certain elements. Unfortunately, I was only able to 
gather a small number of attendees and more than half the sessions had to be 
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cancelled altogether. The data was analysed primarily for its aesthetic potential as I 
looked for starting points for developing the performance and clarifying my 
‘enthusiasm of practice’. I also cross-referenced the data with play theory to identify 
the aesthetic character of theoretical concepts. These low numbers meant I was not 
able to gather as much data as I hoped or build up a broad pool of collaborators. I 
also found that the ‘creative development’ model presupposed a separation between 
the creation and performance, which made it unsuitable for targeting the issues of 
procedural authorship. Subsequently, I envisaged the second cycle as three sessions 
that modelled, as closely as possible, my vision for the final performance. 
Session Date Respondents Attendees 
11/7/13 2 Cancelled 
18/7/13 4 2 
25/7/13 3 3 
1/8/13 5 2 
8/8/13 2 Cancelled 
15/8/13 3 Cancelled 
22/8/13 Cancelled   
29/8/13 2 Cancelled 
Table 1: Attendance - Research Cycle 1 
In the second cycle I again used participant observation as well as video recording, 
reflective notes and participant questionnaires (App. 1). The sessions took place in a 
black box studio with theatrical lighting, a large collection of props and costumes 
and each session was intended to explore a different aspect of play based on Roger 
Caillois’ play types - competitive play, gambling, and imaginative play (1961). 
However, I again had trouble attracting participants and only two sessions went 
ahead - gambling and then a second session in which I amalgamated competitive and 
imaginative play. The data from this session was analysed to identify performance 
and design strategies that were successful in provoking participation and how 
different play types affected relationships between audience members. 
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Table 2: Attendance - Research Cycle 2 
The second cycle proved relationally rich and so the third cycle attempted to refine 
this work while exposing it to a larger and more diverse audience. It was presented as 
an in-home experience within the Anywhere Theatre Festival (ATF). While I did 
work with larger groups and tested the responses of a broader range of participants I 
had inadvertently subverted my research goals by marketing the sessions as a fun 
social gathering to which hosts could invite their friends (see App. 2). The 
expectations I had established through the marketing left me unable to fully explore 
the activation of the audience. The sessions were not recorded, as I was concerned 
that the presence of a camera would limit participant’s willingness to play. However, 
I took notes after the sessions and participants completed questionnaires about their 
experiences (App. 1). This data was used to gain insight into the audience’s 
experience of the work. 





Table 3: Attendance - Research Cycle 3 
3.5 Final Presentations 
The final presentations of Plays Well With Others took place in the La Boîte Studio 
as part of the 2015 Festival of Australian Student Theatre (FAST). There were two 
presentations of the work in October 2015. Both performances were followed by a 
post-show discussion with participants and questionnaires were also offered to all 
participants. In the first presentation there were nine participants, six of whom stayed 
for the discussion. None completed surveys. For the second presentation only one 
audience member bought a ticket. Upon discovering this myself and several FAST 
team members attempted to gather audience members from the festival precinct. We 
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succeeded in gathering twelve people, though these audience members arrived and 
left at different times making the show extremely chaotic. Only two participants 
stayed for the discussion and no questionnaires were returned. Data was gathered 
through a video recording of the presentations and audio recording of the discussion. 
I was also a participant observer and took notes after both sessions had finished. The 
data was analysed to identify elements of theory at work, the impact of my invitation 
and the quantity and complexity of negotiation between participants. 
Figure 4: Research Cycles Data Collection 
4.7 Ethical Clearance 
This study has been granted ethical clearance by the University Human Research 
Ethics Committee (UHREC), approval number 1300000375. The UHREC 
considered the project to be low risk as none of the participant groups would 
experience risks beyond their everyday experience, either as theatrical collaborators 
or audience members, due to participation in this research. I am not using any 
research methods that could raise ethical concerns and while the nature of 
participatory performance involves risks beyond more conventional theatre my 
research does not add to this risk. 
4.8 Statement on Ownership 
I am the creator and copyright holder of this work. While their have been many 
people involved I have not had a consistent group of collaborators and so the input of 
each individual has been only a small part of the creation of the work. 
4.9 Conclusion 
The methodology for this project is situated within the evolving field of practice-led 
research and borrows methodological concepts and techniques from action research. 
In line with both methodologies I place myself within the researcher and the methods 
have evolved in response to my changing understanding of the project. Data has been 
collected through a variety of methods over three cycles of practice and a final 
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presentation with provisional findings from each cycle informing the next. I will now 
discuss these findings, giving a brief narrative of the practice cycles before 




5 CREATIVE OUTCOMES 
5.1 Introduction 
This section will give a brief narrative account of the cycles of practice describing 
the preliminary findings arising from each and the way they informed the subsequent 
cycle. A more detailed analysis of the findings arising from the final presentation 
will follow in the next section. Despite the difficulties with participants outlined in 
the methodology section there have been important findings from each of the cycles 
both aesthetically and methodologically and each cycle has contributed to my 
evolving understanding of my research. 
5.2 Creative Cycle One 
The first cycle was an exploration of the basic theories of play I had identified 
through discussion, improvisation and games. Inspired by play histories taken by 
Brown (2009, 26) I investigated my participants’ memories of play throughout their 
lives. This highlighted the importance of layering over time. The games described by 
participants often developed over long periods of time and many repetitions, gaining 
complexity both in their rules and their emotional resonance. This presented me with 
a particular problem to overcome as I attempted to compress this layering into a 
single session. 
While participants were playing I observed many of the play signals described in the 
literature (Schechner 2008, Brown 2009). When playing cards two participants 
adjusted their voice and physicality, which enabled them to perform aggressively 
competitive roles without endangering their friendship. I also observed annoyance or 
teasing as a trigger for play.  This suggests that we may be able to enter play 
backwards, so to speak, by breaking social norms, rather than specifically 
establishing new norms of play. 
5.3 Creative Cycle Two 
The first cycle provided some interesting insights into play and in the second cycle I 
was able to apply these insights to my performative role. Moving into a performative 
mode I was primarily interested in developing an aesthetic quality for the work and 
moving towards an identifiably relational performance. To this end I focused on 
Huizinga’s magic circle (1950), using a more theatrical space that was more clearly 
demarcated from everyday life, and more clearly defining the rules. 
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In the first session I explored gambling and the use of money as a play element. This 
generated some highly interesting negotiations and participants reported that using 
real money heightened their engagement in the games. However, I felt it would 
dominate the work and limit the horizons of play. 
The second session combined pretending and competitive play. I used costuming as 
my first invitation to participate and it proved an effective ‘initiation’ into the game. 
This session was the most truly relational of the three initial cycles with participants 
suggesting the majority of games and negotiating the movement from one activity to 
the next with minimal input from me. It was also clear that competitive, sport-like 
games provoked participation far more quickly and easily than games involving 
pretence. 
5.4 Creative Cycle Three 
Cycle two constituted a viable first draft of the performance. For the ATF 
presentation it was my intention to explore how a larger group would interact and 
also to test how a domestic space would affect my ability to define the magic circle 
and articulate the invitation. However, my inability to clearly delineate the space 
muddied the invitation and my ability to push the audience into a genuinely relational 
experience was hampered by the commercial context and my unwise choice of 
marketing material dubbing the show ‘part games night, part house party and all fun’ 
(App. 2). This created a set of expectations that repositioned me as a facilitator 
leading a structured play workshop rather than an artist catalysing playful 
interactions. I had not yet encountered White’s (2013) theory of the invitation and 
this mistake provided an important example of the nested set of invitations that begin 
with an audience’s first encounter with the work. 
However, the pressure I felt to provide a fun experience provoked a vital re-
examination of my central thesis. My intention had been to study whether I could 
initiate play between audience members but it became clear in these sessions just 
how easily that goal could be achieved by harnessing the kinds of competitive games 
I had explored in the previous cycle. I understood that, while I had instigated play, 
and therefore relationships, those relationships did not have the aesthetic complexity 
that I had hoped for. It became clear that my enthusiasm of practice lay not in play in 
itself but in the negotiation that surrounds it. Play is an encounter in which a group 
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must collaborate, even if their common goal is to compete (Carse 1986, 8). If the 
game structure is clearly understood then that collaboration is reduced to a formality. 
In order to create an 'environment of constant negotiations' there would have to be 
'few strict rules to obey' (Tykkyläinen and Laakso 2010, 243). 
5.5 Final Presentation 
Taking this new understanding of my research problem into the final presentation I 
re-examined the success of cycle two and refocused my explorations. Firstly, I 
sought, through a clarification of the invitation, to recontextualise the performance 
from a workshop space in which games happen to a game itself. If, as Suits suggests, 
difficulty is the heart of a game, then locating the difficulty in the absence of 
predefined action could potentially gamify the entire experience. Secondly, I 
reconsidered my performative approach and how my actions within the space might 
provoke or dampen relationality. Lastly, I refined the playthings that populated the 
space and their arrangement. 
There were several strategies I used to more clearly draw the boundaries of my 
playspace. Positioning the work within FAST allowed me to harness our existing 
understanding of the theatrical frame, while the student theatre billing kept the 
commercial stakes low, allowing me to retain some licence to experiment. Secondly, 
the space itself, a black box studio, helped to reinforce the theatricality of the 
experience without the full theatrical baggage that a theatre proper would bring. The 
space was also divided with a large curtain allowing me to create a liminal induction 
space, analogous to Turner’s ‘separation phase’ (1982, 24) distinct from the outside 
world but not yet the playspace. The heightened aesthetic of theatrical lights and an 
ongoing musical background further aestheticised the space and separated it from 
ordinary life. Another aspect of defining this space was my performance. 
In past presentations of this work I have sought to undercut my authority in the space 
by being deliberately ‘non-performative’. For this final cycle I built a more theatrical 
character around the role of umpire or sports teacher. This character served as the 
first point of contact for the audience and introduced them to the world before they 
even entered the induction space. As White suggests ‘a facilitator often has a position 
that is in the frame, but also observing it, not from outside, but with an outsider’s 
eye’ (2013, 49). My introduction, and the overt invitation it contained, was also more 
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formal than it had been previously (see App. 3 for transcript). However, once inside 
the playspace the key invitation was an implicit one made through the design. 
The design of the opening image was another key factor in this iteration of the work. 
I created a pile of cardboard boxes in which the objects where hidden. This implicit 
invitation to a game of exploration was low risk, easy to participate in and instantly 
diverted attention away from me as a performer. Within this arrangement each object 
became an additional invitation to share, use and create. When refining the 
playthings I focused more on objects that were open and suggestive rather than those 
with specific uses, thereby asking participants to negotiate their use rather than 
replay existing games. The cardboard boxes themselves also constituted a major 
portion of the playthings in the space. I also constructed two more specific elements: 
a music controller and ‘cubby’. By giving participants control over the music I hoped 
to further empower them to set the mood of the room and the cubby was intended to 
facilitate smaller, quieter, more private play experiences. This refinement of the 
playthings, a heightened sense of performativity and a clearer demarcation of the 




This project sought to understand how theories 
of play might provide tools and aesthetic 
principles for the creation of relational 
performance. Through the cycles of practice 
and the theoretical investigations I have arrived at a set of findings embodied in the 
practice. Many of the key components of the study are encoded within me as a 
performance practitioner and will inform, in myriad ways, my future practice. 
However, there are also clear principles arising from the practice that can be 
articulated in more conventional ways. Here I will discuss how each of my three key 
theories was observed in operation during the FAST showings of Plays Well With 
Others. I will also argue that this work successfully moderates a relational space 
between Bourriaud’s sociability and Bishop’s antagonism. 
References to the video will be made with a time code [00:00:00]. References to the 
post-show discussion will be made with an appendix and line number (App. 0 line 0). 
Participants from the first showing are numbered and those from the second showing 
are lettered. 
6.2 The Invitation 
A consideration of how 
participants might be invited 
to play has been present 
throughout this project and I 
used the term in some of my 
earliest reflections (see App. 
4). Nonetheless my later 
engagement with White's 
text has been invaluable. For 
the final presentation I 
dramatically improved the 
quality of the invitation through engaging with White's approach to frames, overt and 
implicit invitations and resource continuity. 
Video documentation of FAST 
showing can be found at: 
https://youtu.be/_u6vAeZ-_Io 
Figure 5: Comparison of characterisation in FAST showing 
(left) and cycle 2 (right) 
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White suggests that 
frames allow audiences 
to move from one kind 
of activity to another 
without confusion (2013, 
39). Figure 5 shows the 
contrast between the 
deliberately non-
theatrical performative 
style of earlier cycles 
and the use of character, 
including costume and 
physicality, to establish a 
theatrical frame and 
guide the audience from 
their everyday experience into the performative world of the FAST showing. I 
observed a very positive response to this characterisation with smiles and laughter 
signalling the audience coming 'onside' (00:25:00). Within the second frame the 
audience is quiet and attentive, accepting their roles as passive audience members 
receiving instruction (00:01:00). Figure 6 highlights the contrasting design choices, 
especially lighting, that helped to delineate this transitional, or 'Outer Theatrical' in 
White's terms, frame from the participatory, 'Inner Theatrical' frame. The 
participants’ manner changes almost immediately upon entering this final frame of 
active play, with participants hugging each other, picking up the objects and sharing 
jokes within seconds of entering the space (00:04:20) and costumed and wrestling 
within minutes (00:10:00). This suggests that a careful use of frames can establish 
participation extremely quickly. However, it is important to note that in the FAST 
showing I did not engage in this level of precision at the end of the performance. 
While I had hoped that an 'unperformed' and casual exit would blur the boundaries 
between performance and 'real world' the experience instead felt sloppy and perhaps 
even disrespectful of the audience. In future iterations I would construct a more 
formal exit from the space utilising the already established frames. Nonetheless, the 
success of the three-frame structure was clear, though it was also tied closely to my 
use of overt and implicit invitations. 
Figure 6: Contrast in lighting between playspace and transitional 
space 
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The frames I established 
functioned as containers 
and support structures for 
the invitations contained 
within. White suggests 
that ‘an overt invitation 
that consists of a full, 
clear description of the 
activity will help to break 
down anxiety’ (2013, 98) 
and this is the function 
my overt invitation, 
delivered in the Outer 
Theatrical Frame, served. 
Clarity and fullness were 
difficult when my aim was to give the audience control over the action, however, 
Participant A suggested that the invitation was successful in creating a safe space 
(App. 5 line 40). Specifically he felt the overt invitation to choose his own 
relationship to the group and find his own games gave him a sense of freedom that 
was reassuring (App. 5 line 42). The success of this overt invitation in establishing 
the openness of the play was also evidenced throughout the piece as participants 
changed games, joined and left groups and constructed their own experience. After 
the overt invitation of the previous frame, the invitation to begin playing came, 
implicitly, from the installation of the objects (figure 7). This was a significant and 
effective change from previous cycles and participants very quickly took up the low 
risk invitation explore the objects (00:04:40). I was no longer the centre of attention 
and some highly playful, and relationally intense, behaviour began very rapidly 
(00:06:30). Audience members where drawn in by the installation and then rapidly 
turned to each other so that the boxes operated in much the same way as the 
relational artworks that Bourriaud describes, suggesting the power of the implicit 
invitation for provoking relationality. 
However, White suggests that invitations can only be accepted if participants have 
the resources to do so. This resource continuity is why play is such a rich source for 
Figure 7: Implicit invitation of box installation 
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participation as it is a fundamental feature of our early lives. Participants played the 
games of their childhood (00:13:45), drew on their performance experience (App. 5 
line 24) and thought about their childhood play style (App. 6 line 90). There was also 
a sense of resources, in the form of a common history, being accumulated during the 
course of the performance (App. 5 line 145), which reiterates one of my earliest 
observations that play often involves layering over time. Defining the object of the 
game as each participant's personal enjoyment also taps into an even more deeply 
coded resource, our sense of pleasure, meaning that participants could pursue any 
activity that attracted them (App. 6 line 94). However, this individualism also made 
conflict, and therefore the necessity for negotiation, highly likely, thereby pointing 
the performance towards my relational goals.  
6.3 Relationality 
While my debt to White is considerable, in order to move beyond the participatory I 
looked to Bourriaud and here I will use three elements of his definition to assess 
whether the work I created was indeed a relational performance: that the artwork 
‘takes being together as a central theme’ (1998, 15), that it allows, or requires, the 
‘collective elaboration of meaning’ (1998, 15), and that it ‘models more than it 
represents’ (1998, 18). 
Relational art deals directly with relationships and consciously positions itself within 
a broader cultural dialogue (Bourriaud, 1998). Plays Well With Others creates a 
space in which the performance can only occur through conversation, literal or 
metaphorical, between audience members. Participants invited each other into games 
they created (00:13:45), worked together to create images (01:16:25) and engaged in 
continuously evolving contests (00:05:50 – 00:11:55). One clear example of the 
intensity of dialogue within the work occurs at (00:13:40). While the moment is 
obscured in the video Participant 8 clearly feels the cardboard dollhouse she has 
constructed is under threat from Participant 3 and the following dialogue ensues: 
P8: If you do it, you’re dead. 
P3: I know, I know. But that’s what makes it so tempting. 
Me: Sounds like it’s not a very good idea. 
P3: Well it’s not, it’s not the greatest idea. 
Me: What is it? Tell me. 
P8: [P3] wants to knock down my Barbie house. 
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P3: That’s the nature of things. You built that up so that I could knock it 
down, right? 
Here two participants with conflicting desires must negotiate their coexistence in the 
space and explicitly address their rights and responsibilities to each other. Participant 
3 then engaged me in a discussion about how this space related to the social rules of 
everyday life making clear that while that relationship was never explicitly stated by 
me it was present in the work. This also evidences the possibility of participants 
discussing the work from within. 
Bourriaud suggests that while visual art is, to some degree, inherently relational 
theatre is not because for a theatre audience ‘commentary cannot be live’ (1998, 16). 
While this demonstrates a shallow knowledge of experimental theatre practice (and 
the pre-twitter age of his book) Bourriaud’s point, that a relational work must allow 
room for participants to discuss the work while it is underway, still stands. The kind 
of intratextual discussion described above suggests that this possibility exists within 
Plays Well With Others. During the discussion participants described actively 
negotiating their relationship to the work and its boundaries (App. 6 207) and 
positioning themselves spatially in order to reflect that relationship (App. 6 line 269). 
I would suggest that the openness of space and time within the work reflects a gallery 
space more than a theatre. At (00:45:00) participants 7 and 8 can be seen talking 
while observing others at play. While the music is too loud to hear their conversation 
they look like gallery attendees (or perhaps parents at a playground), even as 
Participant 7 continues her play activity on the wall. In the previous cycle the lack of 
a clearly defined play space meant that while these discussions occurred they were 
not native to the play space but rather signified an exit from the work. In the final 
showing such discussions were embraced as a vital part of the world of the 
performance. 
The concept of the world of the performance is a useful one. The procedural author 
creates the rules of the world but does not fully define the actions that are possible in 
that world. Bourriaud suggests that the role of relational art is not to represent an 
abstract ideal but ‘to actually be ways of living and models of action within the 
existing real’ (1998 13). In other words, the aesthetic project is to suggest ways of 
being together that can be actually lived within the interstice that art creates. Where 
in a participatory work an audience member may take up a role and help with the 
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representational task of the artist, the relational requires the audience member feel a 
genuine ownership of, and responsibility for, their actions. It is clear from the 
discussion that participants were self-reflective (App. 6 line 265), sought out 
unexpected pleasures (App. 6 line 237) and considered the consequences of their 
actions (App. 6 line 146). Together they built up a history that informed their actions 
(App. 5 line 145) so that they felt an evolving collective identity. In other words, 
they negotiated the play space as members of a society rather than customers 
enjoying a service, creating a liminoid world modelling possible realities through 
artistic play. 
Plays Well With Others meets Bourriaud’s criteria for relational art. It directly 
addresses the realm of human interactions, allows space for discussion of the work 
from within and acts as a living model, rather than a rehearsed representation, of a 
particular way of being together. However, Bishop’s criticism of Bourriaud is that 
the relationality is not enough if one cannot define a quality for those relationships 
and my key research goal was to reconcile Bourriaud’s sociability with Bishop’s 
antagonism. For that I turned to play. 
6.4 Play 
As an active and evolving play space Plays Well With Others engages deeply in play 
in a myriad of ways which are embedded in the practice both as research material 
and as a demonstration of findings. Here I will discuss three aspects of play that 
guided the aesthetic choices of my procedural authorship towards the reconciliation 
of sociability and antagonism within the work: the use of the magic circle, the 
'bringing into play' that the circle allows, and the negotiation that stems from that. 
Stepping into the magic circle allows participants to read whatever happens there 
through the lens of play. When one participant shouts ‘Go away. We want to finish 
our game’ (00:27:40) she is expressing a genuine desire but in a voice that is not her 
own. She is in role, in play, allowing her to be more strident than she would in 
normal life while the target of her demand remains unfazed. This echoes my 
observation of role as a playful safety mechanism during my first research cycle. 
Participants also engaged in many activities that would be embarrassingly childish, 
or even criminal, outside of play, such as costuming themselves (00:24:30), playing 
with dolls (01:14:16) or assaulting each other (00:08:55). It is one of the basic 
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necessities of play that it be enjoyable, which, in a group setting, requires sociability. 
However, the otherness of the magic circle allows us to break social conventions in 
sometimes shocking ways, taking up an antagonistic relationship with each other or 
the world outside (00:20:40). Participant A thoroughly enjoyed the playful hostility 
he engaged in saying it is 'not something you ever, ever do in adult life' (App. 5 line 
189). Thus, while sociability is the goal, play nonetheless embraces antagonism as a 
necessary part of itself. 
The key component of Carse's infinite play, which has provided much of the 
aesthetic inspiration for this work, is that play should be open, evolving and inclusive 
(1986). In other words, everything and everyone should be brought into play. 
Perhaps the clearest example of this in the FAST presentations occurs at (00:32:50) 
when I made a request that we play a game with rules. Participant 1 handed me a 
broom and told me that the first rule was that I had to hold it at all times and the 
second was that others should throw things at me. This game was quickly adopted by 
the group and I spent a minute trying to bat away projectiles with my broom. This 
negotiation was a quick but dense information exchange in which participant 1 was 
able to reject me as authority figure and thereby bring me, and the authorship I 
represented, unequivocally into play. Participants also expressed a preference for 
those objects that could be easily brought into play, such as the boxes, rather than 
those that carried a stronger semantic content and therefore resisted playful 
adaptation (App. 6 line 294). There was also a clear theme of violent or oppressive 
actions such as binding and constraining (00:09:10), throwing objects (00:30:18) and 
pushing (00:06:30). However, these acts are not cruel or malicious. Instead, by 
bringing violence into play these acts actually reinforce social bonds much like the 
rough and tumble play of other animals (Brown 2009, 32). When Participant 3 
pushes Participant 5 (00:06:30) it is precisely weighted to frighten but not injure and 
his delight at the execution is clearly visible. Participant 5 then accepts the playful 
intent by reciprocating the violence despite the absurd disadvantage of her box 
costume. Participant A describes how gathering 'bits of consent along the way' means 
these moments become a 'mutual challenge' rather than the imposition of an 
aggressor's will (App. 5 line 187). They become a negotiation of sociability via 
joyful antagonism. 
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This sense of negotiation is vital to the living moment of play, and for a relational 
work this must extend to the negotiation with and of the artistic product itself. 
Bishop's primary target in arguing for antagonism is the relationship between viewer 
and artist and in Plays Well With Others participants described their awareness of the 
hard boundaries of the experience – the cameras, the walls, the examiner (App. 6 line 
209) and questioned how far they could push the action (App. 6 line 69). In a 
particularly humorous moment Participant 1 even addressed me through the camera 
to criticise the music (00:39:00). However, the most striking example of this level of 
antagonism was a letter written within the space during the second showing and 
handed to me before the participant left the space (app 7). In it she reflects on her 
own experience and criticises the work for pressuring her to ‘”play” in a normative 
way’ when she feels most playful writing. While I must consider it a failure of my 
invitation that she felt that the activity she chose to engage in was ‘wrong’ in some 
way I am delighted that she was nonetheless able to take advantage of the materials 
and spaces I provided to make this creative, and antagonistic, response to the work.  
The three elements of play described above are pivotal to this project. While many 
theatre forms use play I have sought to expand the boundaries of the game beyond 
the limits set by other forms in order to investigate play as a means to mediate 
between Bourriaud’s sociability and Bishop’s antagonism. By explicitly positioning 
the entire work within the magic circle of a game everything is brought into play, 
even my authorial role and the construction of the work itself. 
6.5 Conclusion 
The three key elements of this project, the invitation, relational aesthetics, and play, 
are woven through the final showing and their impact is clearly visible. Considering 
the frames that the audience operate within, the way they are invited to move through 
them, and the resources at their disposal has allowed me to engage the audience in 
the performance. Inspired by Bourriaud my goal was to move beyond participation 
and into the relational and I found that I clearly succeeded in meeting the criteria 
Bourriaud puts forward. However, I also hoped to contend with Bishop's call to 
embrace antagonism rather than rely on empty sociability. By constructing a magic 
circle I was able to bring every experience 'into play', creating a space in which 
antagonism and sociability were negotiated by the audience in real time, successfully 
mediating between these binary options and moving towards a model of relational 
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In this project I have sought to discover a methodology for making playful relational 
performance. The three key theoretical concerns, the invitation, relational aesthetics, 
and play, have both guided and responded to my evolving artistic practice. As 
practice-led research this project embraces the uncertain and mercurial nature of 
artistic practice while trying to respect the rigours of research so that the knowledge 
gained can be made available to the broader community. My experimental journey 
helped clarify my enthusiasm of practice and define my research problem – can the 
invitation, relational aesthetics and play be combined to provide a framework for the 
creation of a genuinely relational performance? Further, can that playful performance 
mediate between sociability and antagonism and allow the audience to more fully 
define their relationship to each other and to the work? 
While theatre has always focused on relationships, and many theatre forms explicitly 
use play, the creation of a genuinely relational performance, in which those 
relationships are not the subject but the form of the work, expands our conception of 
theatre and offers exciting possibilities for the future of the art form. I share many of 
Bishop’s concerns with ascribing a-priori political success to relational projects but I 
find the suggestion that antagonism will offer a political activation that sociability 
cannot unconvincing. What this study has shown is that play has the potential to 
provoke relationships that model an extensive range of human behaviours while 
remaining in the liminoid space of art. When participants are able to devise their own 
games then sociability and antagonism arise as natural features of this miniature 
society rather than according to the political proclivities of the artist. Procedural 
authorship in this context becomes something quite different. 
Carse’s concept of the gardener is key here. As I have attempted to move beyond 
participation and into the relational, my conception of myself as an artist has been 
stretched beyond the procedural author. When inviting the audience to genuinely 
take control over the action I cannot consider them to be aesthetic tools, parts in my 
carefully designed machine. If I am to respect them as people I must respect them as 
parts of a natural world that cannot be designed or authored, incomplete subjects in a 
real environment operating under their own power. In my reflection, here at the very 
end of my research journey, I discover that this is what I have been driving towards 
from the beginning. To reject the position of auteur, move beyond procedural 
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authorship, to leave behind even the facilitator with its implication of ownership over 
process and to struggle towards the role of gardener – the creative who prepares the 
soil in which others may grow according to their own designs. 
This study offers an early contribution towards understanding what playful, relational 
performance might be and how a conception of artist as gardener might impact 
creation and performance. As such, calculating Plays Well With Others’ position 
within theatrical performance is difficult. While I believe it is impossible to consider 
my role that of a performer in any traditional sense my initial conclusion is that, 
much like Duchamp’s readymades (Tate 2016), positioning the unrehearsed 
performances of the audience within a theatrical frame redefines those performances 
as theatrical. Unlike readymade objects however the participants are both performer 
and audience. Using the theatrical frame to make participants view their own actions 
as theatrical creates a feedback loop of acting and viewing, within the individual and 
the group, that can transmute the non-theatrical performances of everyday life into 
the consciously theatrical actions of a professional performer. Combined with the 
need to negotiate to produce these performances the work taps into perhaps the oldest 
theatrical theme, the individual’s relationship to society, not through representation 
but through form. Thus it can be considered eminently theatrical. 
This thematic concern also points towards my hopes for the social relevance of the 
work. My intention was, as Bourriaud suggests, to create a viable model of social 
relationships within the work. The ATF season taught me that a play state was not 
valuable in and of itself, or at least no more valuable than beach cricket or poker 
night. However, refocusing on the need to negotiate within Plays Well With Others 
has the potential to address the issue of how to be together in an extremely direct 
way. Instead of an emotional catharsis there is the potential for actually practicing 
how to relate. In a world where many of the world’s greatest writers, directors and 
performers are available on demand in our living room (or bed or bath), live 
performance must move from the psychological to the embodied and from 
representation to model. I believe Plays Well With Others pushes at the edge of this 
movement. 
It must also be acknowledged that while this research has been firmly positioned 
within the realm of performance, theatre in education and socially engaged theatre 
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practices have been exploring issues of agency and authorship for many years. 
Combining that knowledge with the needs of a genuinely relational performance 
would constitute a rich vein of future research. This study will certainly form the 
bedrock of my future practice and, I hope, encourage other artists to push the limits 
of audience autonomy. It is clear that engaging the audience in play offers rich 
possibilities for anyone hoping to balance sociability and antagonism within 
relational work. While I have deliberately chosen a very open model, further studies 
might investigate how a more formal system of game creation and decision making 
might affect the audience, how the scope might be narrowed to focus on more 
specific relational elements or how this model might be used in community 
engagement projects. Relational performance is in its embryonic stages and the 
future of its growth is difficult to foresee. As such, I consider this study not a final 
answer to a cultural question but the beginning of fruitful line of enquiry and I will 
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9 APPENDICES 
Appendix 1 – Questionnaire Results 
[RESULTS] PLAYS WELL WITH OTHERS: GAMBLE 
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR AUDIENCE MEMBERS  
 
Please tick the box that most accurately represents your response to each statement 
from 1 – completely disagree to 7 – completely agree. 
 
 Question Responses Avg 
1 I knew what to expect when I arrived and my 
expectations were accurate.  4 7 4 6 3 4.8 
2 The introduction was clear and I felt ready to enter 
the space.  7 6 7 6 6 6.4 
3 The space felt ‘special’ or different from outside. 
 6 3 6 6 4 5 
4 I was excited to begin. 
 7 6 7 7 4 6.2 
5 I enjoyed having real money to gamble. 
 7 7 4 7 6 6.2 
6 I felt playful. 
 5 4 5 6 6 5.2 
7 I did things I would not normally do in everyday life. 3 3 6 5 7 4.8 
8 I had a genuine relationship with other people in the 
space. 6 7 5 5 6 5.8 
9 The risk of loosing money made me more engaged in 
the game. 7 6 4 6 7 6 
10 I ‘got better’ at playing the game as it went on. 
 2 7 3 6 6 4.8 
11 I was confused about what to do. 
 2 3 1 2 2 2 
12 I was able to find things to do when I wasn’t enjoying 
the current activity. 7 5 6 6 3 5.4 
13 I instigated a game. 
 6 7 4 6 6 5.8 
14 I joined in a game. 
 6 6 7 6 7 6.4 
15 I would have liked more direction from the 
facilitator. 5 2 2 3 2 2.8 
16 I had fun. 
 7 6 6 6 7 6.4 
17 I would like to play again. 
 7 6 7 6 6 6.4 
 











[RESULTS] PLAYS WELL WITH OTHERS: PRETEND / COMPETE 
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR AUDIENCE MEMBERS  
 
Please tick the box that most accurately represents your response to each statement 
from 1 – completely disagree to 7 – completely agree. 
 
 Question Responses Avg 
1 I knew what to expect when I arrived and my 
expectations were accurate.  5 6 3 5 6 5 
2 The introduction was clear and I felt ready to enter the 
space.  5 6 7 6 6 6 
3 The space felt ‘special’ or different from outside. 7 7 6 6 6 6.4 
4 I was excited to begin. 
 6 7 7 5 7 6.4 
5 I enjoyed dressing up. 
 7 5 6 6 7 6.2 
6 I felt playful. 
 6 6 7 7 7 6.6 
7 I did things I would not normally do in everyday life. 6 6 4 7 5 5.6 
8 I had a genuine relationship with other people in the 
space. 6 6 5 6 7 6 
9 I was surprised by some of the things we did. 
 3 5 7 6 7 5.6 
10 I ‘got better’ at playing the game as it went on. 
 4 5 7 6 6 5.6 
11 I was confused about what to do. 
 1 2 6 5 1 3 
12 I was able to find things to do when I wasn’t enjoying the 
current activity. 7 6 6 6 7 6.4 
13 I instigated a game. 
 7 6 6 7 4 6 
14 I joined in a game. 
 7 6 6 7 7 6.6 
15 I would have liked more direction from the facilitator. 2 2 6 1 2 2.6 
16 I had fun. 
 6 6 6 7 7 6.4 
17 I would like to play again. 
 7 6 7 6 7 6.6 
 











[RESULTS] PLAYS WELL WITH OTHERS: ANYWHERE THEATRE 
FESTIVAL 
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR AUDIENCE MEMBERS  
 
Please tick the box that most accurately represents your response to each statement 
from 1 – completely disagree to 7 – completely agree. 
 
 Question Show Averages Total Avg 
1 2 3 4 
1 I knew what to expect when I arrived and my 
expectations were accurate.  3.7 2.7 2.3 3.7 2.9 
2 The introduction was clear and I felt ready to 
begin.  5.5 5.7 5.3 5.9 5.6 
3 I felt playful. 
 6.3 5.5 5.9 5.8 5.8 
4 I did things I would not normally do in everyday 
life. 5.0 6.0 5.4 5.1 5.4 
5 I have had similar experiences before. 
 3.2 4.1 4.3 4.2 4.1 
6 I had a genuine relationship with other people in 
the space. 6.0 5.0 5.3 5.7 5.4 
7 I didn’t know what I was supposed to do. 
 3.2 3.3 2.0 3.4 2.8 
8 I ‘got better’ at playing the game as it went on. 
 5.5 4.7 5.3 6.0 5.3 
9 I was able to find things to do when I wasn’t 
enjoying the current activity. 4.3 3.8 5.0 5.1 4.6 
10 I instigated a game. 
 3.7 3.0 2.4 3.9 3.1 
11 I joined in a game. 
 6.7 6.2 6.3 6.4 6.3 
12 I would have liked more direction from the 
facilitator. 3.5 3.8 3.0 2.5 3.2 
13 I would be able to organise a similar event on 
my own. 4.8 4.8 4.3 4.3 4.5 
 





















Appendix 2 – Anywhere Theatre Festival Media Release 
 
HAVING A PLAY IN YOUR LIVING ROOM 
 
Pack away the valuables, push the furniture aside and pad the sharp corners, 
Plays Well With Others is bringing the fun into your own home. More of a play-
date than a play this innovative, interactive experience is looking to make your living 
room the most exciting venue in Brisbane. Part games night, part house party and all 
fun, audiences should be ready for anything. 
 
Created by theatre maker Robbie O’Brien Plays Well With Others offers people the 
chance to host a ‘play-date’ in their own house and invite a group of friends to share 
a one off experience. Each night is an entirely unique because you lead the action. 
But be warned, this isn’t a kids’ show. Robbie is looking to prove that adults love a 
game as much as any 7 year old. 
 
“We’re hard-wired for play,” says O’Brien “and in a culture that’s evolving as 
rapidly as ours we really need to keep that sense of play throughout our lives.” And 
it’s not all fun and games either. “There’s definitely a dark side to play, as anyone 
who’s watched kids knows. It’s a great way to work out some of our darker impulses 
without doing any long lasting damage.” 
 
O’Brien says he needs to be ready for the unexpected “Obviously I’ve got an idea of 
how I’d like things to go but I’m really giving the audience control over what 
happens. We’re going to make up our own games with our own prizes and penalties 
so it’ll look different every night.” 
 
O’Brien should be used to improvising as he’s had plenty of experience in interactive 
performance as well as working as a Clown Doctor at the Royal Children’s Hospital. 
“It’s a bit of a dream gig really, you start every day never knowing what’s going to 
happen. You might walk into the first room and have everyone rolling on the floor 
with laughter and the next room some poor mum breaks down crying on your 
shoulder and you have to be ready for that and just be open to whatever people throw 
your way. It’s a real honour to be allowed into people’s lives in that way.” 
 
Plays Well With Others is part of the Anywhere Theatre Festival, which presents 
theatre in unconventional spaces all over Brisbane, and the iconic Queenslander is 
perfect for bringing performance into your own home. Hosts make a booking for at 
least 10 people and any extras pay at the door. Hosts can define the play area and the 
‘out of bounds’ sections of their home and decide a style of play for the night. 
 
Details: 
Wed – Sat,  






Appendix 3 – Transcript of Invitation Used in FAST Showings 1 
 2 
Just gather here for a moment. I even had a special chair for standing up high above 3 
the crowds but since we’re 8 people … I’ll just close that. 4 
[Closes door] 5 
Right. Welcome. Welcome to Plays Well With Others. I hope we’re going to have 6 
some fun today. Uh, the first thing I should mention is that as, ha, the majority of the 7 
audience is aware, this is part of a, uh, research project, so you will be filmed. There 8 
are cameras. If you do no want to take part in the research project I unfortunately 9 
can’t not film you… 10 
[Door opens] 11 
More people. Beautiful. Come along. Beautiful. Uh, as I was saying this is part of a 12 
research project, um, so you will be filmed. But if you, you don’t want to be, don’t 13 
want to be part of the research project I can’t not film you but I can promise not to 14 
look at you very much when I’m reviewing the tapes and not write about what you 15 
did. So um, so if you … does anyone not want to take part in this research project 16 
and make sure I don’t look at you very much on the video? The video’s not going 17 
anywhere apart from in my eyeballs and some other people’s eyeballs. Good. Uh, so. 18 
The first thing that I need to tell you is that this is a game. We are playing a game. 19 
Plays Well With Others is a game but unlike most games, where we do something 20 
incredibly arbitrary like, hit a ball into a hole with a stick or say ‘your mum’ after 21 
every sentence and hope that we have some fun along the way in this game our aim 22 
is to have some fun. OK? That’s what we’re aiming at. It’s our goal. And the means 23 
by which that is achieved … I don’t know. Uh, and, and neither do you. But we’ll 24 
figure it out as we go, OK? Good. Um, so as a game I should tell you there are some 25 
rules. Firstly, my mother might recognise this from my brother and I’s childhood 26 
days, a little recitation we used to give each at the beginning of any game. No 27 
punching, kicking, scratching, hair pulling, etc. I can tell that’s a necessary one to tell 28 
you guys. Uh, but basically don’t hurt people, un, unless it’s consensual. Um, we’re 29 
all adults so we can do that I suppose, make sure it’s clear, you know. Um, what else 30 
can I tell you? Um, don’t break things, like there’s some stuff that’s kind of plastic 31 
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and cheap, I don’t really care about that, but my computer’s in there as well and as I 32 
said their are some cameras so try and stay away from the electronics. Uh, some 33 
guidelines to help you along the way. If you don’t know what to do just do 34 
something and see if it’s fun. Uh, if you really don’t know what to do join in with 35 
what someone else is doing. And if you really, really don’t know what to do imagine 36 
we’re all seven and then go from there. Um, Um, this is not the game for, this is not 37 
the time for, uh, following through and getting the job done. This is the time for 38 
giving up as soon as it’s not interesting anymore. So feel free, if you’re not enjoying 39 
whatever it is you’re doing, do something else. OK? Good. Um, all right, follow me 40 
and let’s begin. 41 
[Moves towards curtain] 42 
Oh, uh, yes. One other thing now you’ve all grabbed your bags. You’re welcome to 43 
leave your bags in here. Um, if you have any, like, smaller items like wallets or 44 
things like that that you’d like to, uh, offload I have little paper bags you can write 45 
your name on and put them in there. I’m sure you’re, you’re all very trustworthy. No 46 
one’s going to sneak back here and steal stuff. Lovely bathtub isn’t it. I, I carried that 47 
here myself this morning. And I should just, in case, in case any of you haven’t 48 
noticed, we do have an injury in the room. So just pay, um, extra attention to, to the, 49 
the injury and also, as a general rule, it is a live space. There’s things going on. With 50 
a smaller group like this it shouldn’t be too chaotic but just be aware that if you fall 51 
asleep then someone might decide throwing a ball is a good idea and it might hit you 52 
in the head so keep your eyes open OK? All right, let’s go. 53 
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Appendix 4 – Reflection on Research Cycle 1 
 
Thoughts on first 3 sessions 
 
By the measure of matching results to expectations I would have to call this first 
block of practical research a failure. The small number of participants, the realisation 
that I could not truly approach my research question without a larger group and the 
subsequent cancellation of many of the research evenings certainly put a dint in my 
plans. However, some useful information was gained and the process provided 
greater clarity about what I need in order to directly attack my research problem. 
 
My initial project plan called for 8 sessions in this block and I had hoped to have 
around six participants in each session. In the end I held three sessions, two of which 
had only two participants aside from myself and the other had three. The other 
sessions were all cancelled as the participants I had arranged pulled out for various 
reasons such as business or illness. This was extremely frustrating and has made me 
reassess the way I pitch my research sessions, both from a research angle and a 
‘marketing’ angle. For the next block I will construct the nights more as 
performances or workshops than as rehearsals. I will invite a wider range of people 
and have a clearer outline of the evening so that I can provide a more coherent 
experience for the participants. I hope that this will make attending a more satisfying 
experience and also give me a closer approximation of the space I’m a trying to 
create. 
 
Despite the set backs I did discover some interesting angles during the discussions 
and playing that we did, most significantly the idea of time and layering, the 
importance of annoyance and the emergence of ‘character’ in many non-dramatic 
games. 
 
The idea of layering seems particularly important and presents a difficult problem for 
me. A large part of the appeal of games is the sense of gaining understanding of and 
skill in the game. This happens as players replay the game gradually learning what 
strategies are effective and it will be a challenge to provide the time necessary for 
this growth to happen in any meaningful way. The fact that watching others play also 
adds to this sense of growth, seeing others’ strategies succeed or fail, provides one 
useful avenue to explore. 
 
The other, perhaps more interesting, sense in which layering is important is in the 
definition of what is and is not a game. Several participants echoed my own 
childhood experiences as they described interactions that could have just been 
forgotten moments of play but became recognised games simply by force of 
repetition. The fact the same or similar set of actions is repeated helps to clarify the 
rules of the game thereby giving it a distinct identity, separating from the general 
flow of play. Part of this process may also be naming where even an action as simple 
as stripping the bark off a stick to expose the smoother layers of wood underneath 
can gain the status of a game by the process of naming. This kind of layering is very 
interesting as it suggests one of the ways in which creative inspiration is solidified 
into a game. However, it will be much harder to replicate within one play session. It 
may be that such games arise over multiple sessions and it might be fruitful to 
explore ways of recording the collective memory of players over multiple sessions. 
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The technique of annoyance arose when I asked participants to play freely. It seems 
that annoying people is one way in which people attempt to initiate play. I know that 
such behaviour is common amongst playing animals but it further investigation of its 
possible purpose may be useful. From my own brief observations, and from self-
reflection, I would suggest that annoyance or teasing is a way to break another 
person’s concentration on their current task and thereby open up the possibility of 
play. The aggressiveness is intended to make the play proponent un-ignorable though 
the action must be innocuous enough that the subject can’t react with pure 
aggression. Despite the seemingly aggressive nature of such annoyance, which might 
take the form of throwing things, repetitive sounds or poking, I believe it is primarily 
an invitation. It aims to make the subject’s current focus impossible and suggest that 
play is the only alternative. Furthermore such annoyance, and the attempt to ignore 
it, can become a game in itself. 
 
Lastly the arising of character within other games offers an interesting meeting point 
between dramatic play and more structured games. Participants suggested that they 
would sometimes adopt a persona in order to play competitive games. It seems this 
persona allows players to take the game more seriously while still retaining a playful 
attitude. This way they are able to abuse their opponent, curse their bad luck, and 
boast about their successes, all of which heighten the intensity of the game, while 
still protecting the essential lightness of play. The persona may also be able to play 
differently, using more aggressive strategies (including physical force) than the 
players would generally allow themselves to use. This introduction of character 
appears to happen spontaneously and suggests that dramatic play, generally assigned 
to children or professionals, may be more prevalent in everyday life than we think. 
 
Despite the disappointment of the first block of play dates the three than did go ahead 
provided some interesting glimpses into the nature of play and certainly provide 
some foundations to build on in further research.
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Appendix 5 – Transcript of FAST Post-Show Discussion 2 1 
 2 
[Start of recorded material at 00:00:00] 3 
 4 
Interviewer: [0:00:00.0] Thank you for coming and you know I don’t know 5 
where my assessor is; he was supposed to be here - 6 
 7 
Participant A: [0:00:10.4] And not here. 8 
 9 
Interviewer:  - and I don’t know if that’s a problem or not. 10 
 11 
Participant A: [0:00:11.7] He’s not here? 12 
 13 
Interviewer:  [0:00:12.8] No. 14 
 15 
Participant A: [0:00:12.7] No? 16 
 17 
Interviewer:  [0:00:13.7] You don’t secretly have a PhD that no-one knew 18 
about? So, we don’t have to do like a formally thing, but I’m just 19 
interested to hear your thoughts, firstly on just the vibe, like what 20 
the sort of gooey feeling, aesthetic, what was going on for you, 21 
kind of the vibe? 22 
 23 
Participant A: [0:00:43.2] Yeah, I guess it feels a bit you tap into kind of the 24 
drama improvisation sort of mentality - 25 
 26 
Interviewer:  [0:00:51.6] Yeah? 27 
 28 
Participant A: - so I was kind of aware of that a little bit as in looking for offers 29 
and then looking to extend on them - 30 
 31 
Interviewer:  [0:00:58.7] Yeah. 32 
 33 
Participant A: - and kind of, you know, follow-up or like “Discard that one and 34 
pick up another one” and it felt like kind of jumping from world to 35 
world as somebody found something to do - 36 
 37 
Interviewer:  [0:01:07.0] Yeah. 38 
 39 
Participant A: - and trying to look for either things to start or things to continue. I 40 
think it’s a really nice orientation that makes it feel like a safe 41 
space where anything - you’re not a part of the one thing if you 42 
don’t want to be or, you know, do whatever, which makes it kind 43 
of feel like it’s your own free will to find structures to impose on 44 
what you’re doing. And like that is kind of as soon as I’m in here 45 
I’m like “Find an exercise” or like, you know, “Find a series of 46 
rules or structures” or “Let’s play a specific game” or “We’re 47 
going to collect all the balls; we’re going to pile the boxes, we’re 48 
going to wrap them up, let’s wrap them up.” 49 
 50 
 57 
Interviewer:  [0:01:41.0] Yeah.  51 
 52 
Participant A: [0:01:42.9] It was nice with a small group I thought actually. Like 53 
hard to say what it would be with twice, four times as many 54 
people - 55 
 56 
Interviewer:  [0:01:49.2] Yeah. 57 
 58 
Participant A: - but it felt like there were moments where it could be like “It’s all 59 
in; everyone’s involved in this, or close to” and for a brief moment 60 
and then it slips again and it’s kind of…yeah. 61 
 62 
Interviewer:  [0:02:01.1] Yeah, good. 63 
 64 
Participant B: [0:02:02.6] Yeah, I pretty much felt a very similar thing. So, I 65 
found it interesting to come in after - like the same with the 66 
improvisation it’s like it offers that kind of stuff. Normally you 67 
could do that, I guess, like a clean slate, like we would just create 68 
something. We came into a room and like everything was like 69 
reminiscent of everything else that had been created - 70 
 71 
Participant A: [0:02:19.0] Yeah. 72 
 73 
Interviewer:  [0:02:19.9] Mm-hmm. 74 
 75 
Participant B: - so I was very aware what everyone else had done. I’m like 76 
“What did they do there?” and I tried to kind of like do the 77 
opposite of what they’d done. 78 
 79 
Participant A: [0:02:24.6] Yeah. 80 
 81 
Interviewer:  [0:02:25.7] Yeah. 82 
 83 
Participant B: [0:02:26.4] So, I guess doing that a vast difference from like for 84 
the first group compared to the second group. But yeah, it felt like 85 
the whole kind of duration of that held this - there was this kind of 86 
overarching journey of like people kind of doing their own thing, 87 
[we got smaller] and we were doing something else that didn’t 88 
work and then to the end point where everyone was just making a 89 
giant pile of bodies as one task, so you kind of found it lost - you 90 
felt you were getting kind of squelched into this kind of funnel, 91 
which is good. Everyone kind of kept the same lines but also had 92 
the ability to jump in and out. So, I noticed that it felt - it went 93 
from being quite “phew” to kind of more mob-think I guess. 94 
 95 
Participant A: [0:03:10.0] Yeah. 96 
 97 
Interviewer:  [0:03:10.4] Good. So, did you feel constrained by coming in when 98 
this stuff already kind of clearly happened; was that kind of like 99 
did that impede you? 100 
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 101 
Participant B: [0:03:27.7] No. No, not constrained. Like it wasn’t a bad thing but 102 
it was more so like an idea of sort of like having a clean slate and 103 
being like “I can do anything.” It’s kind of like these are already 104 
ideas you can bounce off or ideas that you can go and do the same 105 
thing, like build something else, and be like “Oh, actually on the 106 
other side of the room, yeah, someone’s already made that about 107 
half an hour ago.” 108 
 109 
Participant A: [0:03:46.9] Mm-hmm. 110 
 111 
Interviewer:  [0:03:47.8] Mm-hmm. 112 
 113 
Participant B: [0:03:48.7] I don’t know, it’s that you have stimulus when you 114 
walk in the room already like instead of having a black…I guess 115 
they would have had boxes and stuff everywhere as it was but not 116 
all ready, you know… 117 
 118 
Interviewer:  [0:03:58.6] Yeah, many structures. Yeah. 119 
 120 
Participant A: [0:04:00.7] It was kind of freeing things having been used and 121 
kind of used in a messy way maybe, so it didn’t feel like anything 122 
we were doing was disrupting the space - 123 
 124 
Participant B: [0:04:07.2] Yeah. 125 
 126 
Participant A: - because the space was already disrupted so there was a beautiful 127 
kind of like - a kind of permitted chaos whereas if it was all kind 128 
of, you know in piles or all of these things are over here and all of 129 
those things are over there and nobody’s open to take yet, that 130 
might feel like it’s more of a - that would be a constraint, I would 131 
think, to be the first person to do something or like “I wonder if he 132 
needs this paper back.” 133 
 134 
Participant B: [0:04:29.0] I think it would be like being the second or third child 135 
in the family when the older sibling has already kind of met - like 136 
even like tiling the way and you sort of following along. But not 137 
following along but the ground is already broken so, yeah, that 138 
was good. 139 
 140 
Interviewer:  [0:04:44.8] How did you feel about people coming in and leaving? 141 
It was not my intention that that should happen but yes, it 142 
happened; how did you feel like that affected you? 143 
 144 
Participant A: [0:05:02.9] It does change the dynamic when people come in, I 145 
think; it shifts the community a little bit because like even if you 146 
don’t know anyone there’s a kind of shared experience of we’ve 147 
all walked in together and we’ve all kind of got the same 148 
understanding or like there’s somebody did this thing with the 149 
pool noodle five minutes ago and we’ve all got that shared 150 
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memory. When new people walk in it’s kind of maybe - yeah, I’m 151 
not sure how to like be specific about that but something shifts. 152 
 153 
Interviewer:  [0:05:31.0] Yeah. 154 
 155 
Participant B: [0:05:32.2] And the same - conversely the same thing happens 156 
when someone leaves who was with the original group - 157 
 158 
Participant A: [0:05:39.6] Yeah. 159 
 160 
Participant B: - so, it’s kind of like you become a bit, I guess reflected on what 161 
you’re doing, like “Is something going on here that’s not good, is 162 
not interesting anymore? What’s happened? Something’s 163 
happened and it’s not cool anymore?” Well, not that, but… 164 
 165 
Participant A: [0:05:53.4] And six to eight is kind of a nice number but I think 166 
once it falls below there it becomes a bit more self-conscious - 167 
 168 
Interviewer:  [0:05:57.7] Yeah. 169 
 170 
Participant B: [0:05:58.8] Yeah. 171 
 172 
Participant A: - when there’s enough business in the room or like the energy 173 
drops a little bit, then it’s kind of, well... 174 
 175 
Participant B: [0:06:05.7] Yeah.  176 
 177 
Interviewer:  [0:06:07.1] Yeah, totally. Were there any kind of moments that 178 
stood out to you, like especially your favourite moments or most 179 
annoying moments and what do you think were the elements of 180 
those that gave them that quality? 181 
 182 
Participant A:  [0:06:26.6] Favourite moment was Luke and Asher being wrapped 183 
up and piled in places, and I think the defining moment of just bits 184 
of consent along the way, well, it was kind of, you know, an offer 185 
that’s accepted and like “Yeah, yeah, do this. Let’s see what we 186 
can do” and the kind of mutual challenge. And then because that 187 
feels like something that’s playfully hostile but because it’s kind 188 
of all on-board and like everyone laughing, that’s kind of fun and 189 
not something you ever, ever do in adult life. 190 
 191 
Participant B: [0:07:00.7] Yeah, the defining moment was with the - I don’t 192 
know the name of the boy who had the long hair and the box on 193 
his head with a giant pool noodle swinging him around and then 194 
the addition of like the [Unintelligible 0:07:08.5] cape - 195 
 196 
Participant A: [0:07:09.9] Yeah. 197 
 198 
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Participant B: - and it was going everywhere and everyone trying to throw the 199 
balls into it and getting it in and like not getting it in. That was 200 
great. I think everyone was in on that - 201 
 202 
Interviewer:  [0:07:19.4] Yeah. 203 
 204 
Participant A: [0:07:18.8] Yeah. 205 
 206 
Participant B: - or while they’re getting the other things ready and taking that up 207 
they’re watching him getting balled, and that was fun. 208 
 209 
Interviewer:    [0:07:25.7] It was an aesthetic moment - 210 
 211 
Participant A: [0:07:26.2] Yes, it was lovely to watch.  212 
 213 
Interviewer:  - it was so beautiful and I was like “Whoa.” 214 
 215 
Participant B: [0:07:31.5] [It’s filled with spaces, yeah.] 216 
 217 
Interviewer:  [0:07:32.0] And it’s amazing how that can - it does stop people 218 
even in this chaotic space; it’s like “Oh, that’s a thing.” 219 
 220 
Participant B: [0:07:40.3] And on that note, the part towards the end there when 221 
the bodies were piling up and everyone was throwing stuff on 222 
there, I was building this kind of cardboard throne for this - I had a 223 
giant, you know, king, crown and I found like this green cape and 224 
building this thing and then I realised that they needed new boxes 225 
on top of them and I was just like for the better of the group I had 226 
to destroy what I’d made. And no-one else knew about this throne 227 
and this whole kingdom I’d created - 228 
 229 
Interviewer:  [0:08:02.9] Yeah, right. 230 
 231 
Participant B: - but I was like “It’s for the better.” Mm-hmm, so a bit of 232 
compromise there. 233 
 234 
Interviewer:  [0:08:12.1] Was that - sorry, I just wanted to follow up - did you 235 
feel like that moment isn’t completed until other people have 236 
come on-board or seen it or…? 237 
 238 
Participant B: [0:08:22.6] Do you mean the…? 239 
 240 
Interviewer:  [0:08:25.3] Yeah, your little private moment wasn’t finished until 241 
it had been kind of part of the group… 242 
 243 
Participant B: [0:08:29.2] I guess until - I hadn’t really thought about anyone 244 
else; I mean I was essentially making it for myself being very 245 
much the selfish king with his own little thing. Like “I’ve built a 246 
throne and I’m going to sit in it and I’m wearing a crown” and I 247 
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hadn’t really thought past that. But I guess for me it was 248 
incomplete because I hadn’t done it myself. 249 
 250 
Interviewer:  [0:08:46.6] You hadn’t finished it? Yeah, okay. Sorry, what were 251 
you…? 252 
 253 
Participant A: [0:08:49.5] Yeah, no, I kind of think sometimes if I was trying to 254 
start something it wasn’t finished until other people became a part 255 
of it whereas if it was kind of, you know it was an attempt and 256 
then if other people would kind of be brought into that moment 257 
whether it was like “Oh, I see what you’ve created” or “Oh, yeah, 258 
let’s do that” that felt like that was a scene and it wasn’t a scene 259 
until that happened. 260 
 261 
Interviewer:  [0:09:15.6] Yeah. 262 
 263 
Participant A: [0:09:14.6] And I had a kind of similar abandonment of a thing 264 
that early on I kind of just made a safe choice and I was just going 265 
to collect the balls. And I think that was a nice starting point was 266 
“Well, let’s try and find - you know, undo all the stuff that’s been 267 
done so we can what we can do;” it felt like a kind of cool instinct 268 
to start with. And then I’d kind of gotten close to putting all the 269 
balls that I could see into one box and some new people came in 270 
and then I kind of turned around and then started like throwing the 271 
balls out from the box and then I kind of like “I’m not doing that 272 
anymore.” 273 
 274 
Interviewer:  [0:09:46.1] Yeah. 275 
 276 
Participant B: [0:09:47.3] Yeah. 277 
 278 
Participant A: [0:09:47.5] And I think that was because they’d come in at that 279 
point and I was like “Well, different system; I’ll abandon that 280 
process.” 281 
 282 
Interviewer:  [0:09:58.0] Cool. Were there any things that you found 283 
particularly provocative or that you sort of didn’t like that seemed 284 
odd? 285 
 286 
Participant B: [0:10:11.0] One thing I really liked but like [set me out] and the 287 
action itself, I really liked the little cubby, the little cubby with 288 
like the light inside of it. And looking back at it now I realise most 289 
of the action like yeah, attracted me like the birds-eye view in the 290 
room was all here, so kind of shut down that entire quadrant of the 291 
room. 292 
 293 
Interviewer:  [0:10:31.6] Mm-hmm. 294 
 295 
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Participant A: [0:10:33.1] So I really liked it and I think everyone respected it 296 
enough to be like “That’s the thing” and that was like just a vacant 297 
space because of that. 298 
 299 
Interviewer:  [0:10:37.9] Yeah, okay. 300 
 301 
Participant B: [0:10:40.1] It was like respected until… 302 
 303 
Participant A: [0:10:40.8] And then I destroyed it. 304 
 305 
Participant B: [0:10:41.8] And that’s when you guys became active.  306 
 307 
Interviewer:  [0:10:43.5] Well, you went in there and had your little private 308 
moment. 309 
 310 
Participant A: [0:10:45.3] Yeah. And then got attacked and then ran away with 311 
it. But I think like I’d also just wanted to make use of that space 312 
and it was like the unchartered territory and that point I was kind 313 
of reaching for something new that I hadn’t seen. 314 
 315 
Participant B: [0:11:00.2] I think also when there’s fewer people it’s a lot more 316 
noticeable when someone’s gone, so as soon as you disappeared it 317 
was like “Where is he? He’s in there.” So, it’s harder to have that 318 
kind of little quiet private moment. 319 
 320 
Interviewer:  [0:11:15.6] Yeah. All right. Thank you very, very much. 321 
   322 
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 2 
 3 
[Start of recorded material at 00:00:00] 4 
 5 
Interviewer: [0:00:01.2] So, my main, so, um. Sorry, if you have like any 6 
questions for me I’m happy to answer them at another time but if 7 
you don’t mind I’d like this to be more my chance to ask questions 8 
of you. I’m happy whatever it happens to be. But I suppose my 9 
first interest is in just the feelings and impressions of the more 10 
ooey gooey kind of emotional or aesthetic things that came up for 11 
you, any moments that seem particularly, stand out for you or a 12 
general impression of what that was what the overall feeling was 13 
while you were in there.  14 
 15 
Male Speaker:  [0:00:52.9] Uh, see. I guess the big thing for me especially 16 
initially was that trying to find that sense of play, like so there was 17 
a lot of periods where I was going like “Whoa” and like just 18 
saying the things that I’m doing. Like “Okay, now I’m picking up 19 
a balloon” And “I’m stretching it.” You know like that really 20 
awkward, self-conscious like you know before you can just sort of 21 
play sort of stuff. Like yeah, there was a lot of that. Initially that 22 
was like, yeah, interesting just trying to let go and be. Yeah. 23 
 24 
Participant 2: [0:01:30.7] I thought all of that all the way through and I mean 25 
clearly because I love playing with my nieces and nephews and I 26 
was like “What’s the difference.” So, I’m just like when I’m 27 
playing with them I just like 100 per cent go for it. But it’s 28 
something - and it took me a while to get into playing with other 29 
adults and kind of feel comfortable with that in a different way. 30 
And I can just, you know, remember “Oh, what is it? What 31 
happens when I’m with kids that makes me be able to play” and 32 
then here I felt… - yeah. 33 
 34 
Interviewer:  [0:01:59.4] Did you have an answer for that question? 35 
 36 
Participant 2: [0:01:59.9] Uh, I don’t know. I’ll think about it. I guess because 37 
actually they’ve just got so much joy it’s immediate results. Like 38 
as soon as you commit to it you can just see them go “Yeah” and 39 
then I feed off that; that’s what it is. And I was just kind of - 40 
 41 
Participant 5: [0:02:18.6] So, open the door? 42 
 43 
Participant 2: [0:02:21.1] Yeah. Yeah, exactly. Yeah.  So, it’s all that. So, like 44 




Male Speaker:   [0:02:32.4] I think that’s also like the vocabulary and the rules and 48 
things that you share with other people. Like it’s trying to figure 49 
out where everyone’s sort of boundaries are - 50 
 51 
Participant 2: [0:02:38.9] Yeah. 52 
 53 
Participant 3:  - like you have - like I know a lot of friends who I can, like, 54 
immediately sort of play with them because I know, you know, 55 
how to do that - 56 
 57 
Participant 2: [0:02:48.2] Or they just…yeah. 58 
 59 
Interviewer:  - like if I do this I know that that’s an okay level of…you know 60 
and so it’s that obvious sort of trying to figure out what’s the 61 
vocabulary… 62 
 63 
Participant 5:  [0:02:56.9] Yeah, I thought that too because it is like…well, like 64 
it is a lot like kids playing but we’re not kids, so that was great but 65 
it was all quite weird sort of discussions just like [Unintelligible]. 66 
Yeah, talk about things that [Unintelligible]. That’s all sort of like 67 
things happen and you know it is really good. And it crossed my 68 
mind at one point like you know “What is the next step? The next 69 
step here is kind of like take some articles of clothing off, like just 70 
push the - like what’s the next place?” 71 
 72 
Participant 2: [0:03:26.5] Because when we were playing and we had the 73 
commentator - I was like “There’s going to be a streaker at the 74 
game;” I really wanted to say that. And I actually thought the 75 
same thing. I think it should be really like “No. No, I don’t really 76 
want to do that.” 77 
 78 
Participant 5: [0:03:37.0] Yeah, a my thing is like I don’t know, I’m willing to 79 
do that but I don’t know if other people are going to be really 80 
threatened by that.” 81 
 82 
Participant 4: [0:03:46.2] See, I think for me like playing as an adult is all about 83 
feeling free, so like we had a little bit of a discussion about feeling 84 
free in physical body work and then there was so much stimulus in 85 
the room that I didn’t often feel like playing with the other people 86 
because it was kind of like inhibiting. But like I found I was 87 
having the most fun when and I was like making weird pictures to 88 
the music; I was just like drawing to the music and stuff and that 89 
is not something I would have done as a kid. Like as a kid I would 90 
have joined in the - like the spontaneous and whatever was 91 
happening. But for me that felt more like I was forcing myself to 92 
be a kid rather than just playing. So, it’s interesting how your 93 
sense of play kind of changes. And like I even enjoyed just 94 
stepping back and watching everything that was going on because 95 
I found that really entertaining, and that was also play for me. So, 96 
yeah, I found it really interesting and there were times when I was 97 
 65 
like “Oh, what would a kid do - oh, let’s do this.” Then it was like 98 
“That’s not fun, that’s not fun.” And it could be like “Oh, that’s 99 
sad, you know you can’t have fun like a kid anymore.” But either 100 
way it’s about being free. You just get back to that, so whatever 101 
that is to you. So, yeah. 102 
 103 
Participant 2: [0:05:00.2] Yeah, I opted out of the concentration game because I 104 
was like I end up leading it and I’m like going “I’m just teaching 105 
and I’m not having fun here. This is what I do in my job and I 106 
don’t want to teach you this thing.” 107 
 108 
Participant 5: [0:05:13.7] I thought that with the skipping… 109 
 110 
Participant 2: [0:05:14.9] Yeah. 111 
 112 
Interviewer:  [0:05:19.9] I’m interested also, and this has come up a couple of 113 
times, how you negotiated those things either with other people or 114 
how you negotiated that within yourselves like “I don’t actually 115 
want to do these things, I want to do this other kind of play 116 
activities.” What was that process of negotiation for yourself or 117 
the others? Were there moments where you had to push through 118 
something or give way to something or let someone else do 119 
something that you weren’t so happy with or try and get someone 120 
else to do something you wanted to do?” 121 
 122 
Participant 5: [0:05:51.4] I had problems on how to manage it like 123 
[Unintelligible] finding something that wasn’t just [Clicks 124 
fingers]. 125 
 126 
Interviewer:  [0:05:59.3] Yeah. So you weren’t breaking the game? 127 
 128 
Participant 5: [0:06:02.5] Yeah. 129 
 130 
Participant 6:  [0:06:06.0] I was more looking for stopping other people 131 
interfering how we played and getting cranky with the people who 132 
were getting in the way of hopscotch - 133 
 134 
Interviewer:  [0:06:16.1] Yeah. 135 
 136 
Participant 6: - which is what the kids do. “Get off.” So, I didn’t feel like there 137 
was so much negotiating as “Get out of the way.” 138 
 139 
Interviewer:  [0:06:29.5] Well, that’s kind of negotiating. 140 
 141 
Participant 6: [0:06:31.5] It’s a directive actually.  142 
 143 
Interviewer:   [0:06:31.2] Yes, a directive.  144 
 145 
Participant 3: It’s interesting like trying to figure out - because a lot of the time 146 
like my impulse would be to like jump on things and you know 147 
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fall and like throw myself about a bit. And so there was a lot of 148 
like trying to - managing, resisting those sort of like tendencies to, 149 
you know, try and find, you know other things, that I found that 150 
difficult at times like just trying to - you know, it’s oh, I don’t 151 
know. But the thing of like the balls not being quite heavy enough 152 
to kind of like always get the kind of reaction that I wanted to 153 
happen. But yeah, it’s, yeah, they weren’t distracted at all by that. 154 
Like I don’t know, just they’d sit still, like - yeah. 155 
 156 
Participant 4: [0:07:22.6] Yeah, I felt the same thing because I was in - I was in 157 
a box at one point with the dish scrubber and like I found that 158 
when I was like hitting the sides it was creating holes already and 159 
it was such a non-weapon weapon. And so, I was like it felt so 160 
satisfying. I just wanted to like smash this thing to pieces. And 161 
I’m like “Kids do that all the time. No wonder.” I was like “Am I 162 
angry at something or other?” I’m like “No, I’m not really. I just 163 
really want to just like “Ah.” And when you were breaking out of 164 
that I was like “Uh.” So, I get that whole thing. But yeah, the 165 
throwing, I really like wanted to like jump on boxes and I was like 166 
“Maybe it’s harder because you’re older.” You know, it’s like 167 
maybe there’s a level of caution I do need to take within the room. 168 
 169 
Participant 6: [0:08:14.2] I was conscious of looking at - there was a lot of solo 170 
play, which is common with kids and until something happened to 171 
change that, and I’m not quite sure what the something was, but 172 
people started to play with each other and the games formed. Like 173 
you two went into that really quickly, but everybody else was still 174 
- 175 
 176 
Participant 5: [0:08:34.7] We knew each other too. 177 
 178 
Participant 6: [0:08:36.5] Right. So that everyone else, there was still a lot of 179 
solo playing, like, playing alongside not playing with and I was 180 
conscious of handling that and how comfortable I am playing on 181 
my own. [Unintelligible] if I want to play with someone and not 182 
be on my own there was hopscotch. Yeah, so something changed 183 
there [Unintelligible]. 184 
 185 
Participant 1: [0:08:57.8] It felt like that as though surrender greatened or it was 186 
easier to play with others, like that initial…like I know how to 187 
play on my own like without that…yeah, but it’s someone even if 188 
I know them or don’t know them it’s that negotiation initially. 189 
Yeah, but it’s tricky. Then because everyone kind of settled into 190 
surrender. Yeah, that’s… 191 
 192 
Participant 6: [0:09:28.6] And there was a lot of moving in and out of play too. 193 
A lot of chopping and changing, people moving in and out. 194 
 195 
Participant 4: [0:09:41.1] I felt maybe because we are all adult-sized humans I 196 
thought “Even like this is a really cool space” because we were 197 
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inside I felt like I just wanted to - like I needed more. Like I kept 198 
feeling inhibited spatially and I guess because then there’s stuff 199 
that was so much, like it’s that stimulus that’s taking up room as 200 
well and I was just like - I could see light coming in and I just 201 
wanted to rip the door out and just like go run around; that’s really 202 
what I felt like doing, just running around. Like yeah, because I 203 
felt like I couldn’t run around properly in the space, which, yeah, 204 
was interesting. 205 
 206 
Participant 5: [0:10:19.9] There was one point when I just like think I felt like I 207 
wasn’t particularly interested in what was going on and start to 208 
think about what is actually happening in the room, like, there’s 209 
cameras and there’s people taking notes and, like, just started 210 
wanting to like, not, because it is so structured, really. It’s super 211 
structured. 212 
 213 
Interviewer:  [0:10:40.9] Yeah. You come up against the harder boundaries 214 
which… 215 
 216 
Participant 5: [0:10:49.0] Yeah. 217 
 218 
Interviewer:  [0:10:51.9] I wanted to pick up on that idea of destruction; it was 219 
something I noticed. It seemed at times we had like team 220 
constructive and team destructive. But then also people like - you 221 
know, like [Participant 3]’s smashing a lot of things but then also 222 
you had a long, quiet moment of just building this whole thing 223 
with the army men. So I was interested in that moving; how you 224 
moved in and out of that, whether you were conscious of building 225 
things and breaking things and especially conscious of while 226 
you’re building something someone else is standing and 227 
threatening the thing that you’re building. Was that something you 228 
were conscious of?  229 
 230 
Participant 5: [0:11:31.6] I was. Yeah, I was reacting to the hockey game, like, this is 231 
too formal and I’m wanting to, I threw the baby in, I threw another 232 
puck in, or whatever and it just got rejected from the game, which 233 
is like fine, but I still like, you know, feel that moment of ‘why 234 
won’t people play my game.’  235 
 236 
Participant 4: [0:11:59.5] I felt it after - like I said, because I went over there and had 237 
like fun drawing times and like I had gotten really into that and I 238 
did these little doodles and I never doodle, I just don’t. And I was 239 
like really proud of them. And then I kept being like, ‘is anyone 240 
drawing over my doodles? They better not be drawing over my 241 
doodles.’ Because like I didn’t want to draw anymore but I didn’t 242 
want anyone to destroy them because they were pretty and I liked 243 
them.  244 
 245 
Participant 2: [0:12:27.3] It was really satisfying for me after one of the games 246 
because I was like “no, no I’m actually really tired; I don’t really 247 
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feel like playing anymore.” And then I started putting boxes on 248 
top of one another and it was really satisfying when that happened 249 
and we were all building and we just happened to find our. It felt 250 
really satisfying to do something that was taking a long time and 251 
at a different tempo. Yeah, and that we were all doing together; I 252 
found that really satisfying. 253 
 254 
Interviewer:  [0:12:57.0] As another kind of element of negotiation did you feel 255 
like you - yeah, were you constructing your own kind of journey 256 
in that sense of like “Now I need to have this quiet moment and 257 
now I need to have a big moment”? 258 
 259 
Participant 2: [0:13:09.1] Yeah. 260 
 261 
Participant 6: [0:13:10.7] I wasn’t really conscious of it but I was aware that 262 
happened and I had withdrawn for a period and… 263 
 264 
Participant 2: [0:13:16.8] I felt very self-conscious though that I was taking 265 
those moments and I felt quite guilty; it was like “I’m really not 266 
playing, just I don’t know what to do about that.” 267 
 268 
Participant 4: [0:13:25.2] Yeah, I felt that too but then I was like “I don’t really 269 
care because I just want to sit in my box and have no-one see that 270 
I’m here.” And that was when I discovered destroying it, and I just 271 
created this little hole and I was like watching everything and I 272 
was like “I really don’t want anyone to come over and like make 273 
me do things because I’m just enjoying staring at this little hole in 274 
the box.” And then I destroyed it. 275 
 276 
Interviewer:  [0:13:52.5] Were there any things that you found particularly 277 
provocative or that would provoke a playful response from you or 278 
anything that you found jarring or like preferred - 279 
 280 
Participant 5: [0:14:07.5] That microphone. That microphone was… 281 
 282 
Interviewer:  [0:14:07.7] You loved the microphone. 283 
 284 
Participant 4: [0:14:12.1] The chalk [Unintelligible]. 285 
 286 
Interviewer:  [0:14:15.1] The, uh. When you came over with the drug stuff it 287 
was the first time that I’d really seen anything in the room that 288 
actually was something a bit sort of like well darker or you know 289 
and it sort of allowed it from going from being about like pure 290 
child’s play to actually a broader sense of play. You had like a 291 
whole Hugh Heffner sort of vibe. 292 
 293 
Participant 1: [0:14:43.2] I don’t want to say “Struggled” but there was some 294 
kind of experience with the things and like the things with the 295 
clear like label, for example, like the pirate hat. And I entered into 296 
the pirate role-play. But there was a part of me that didn’t want to 297 
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do that but I kind of was like “Uh, well, that’s the label on it and I 298 
can imagine myself as a kid wanting to play pirates.” But I don’t 299 
know. Maybe, yeah, I wanted…the things kind of made me feel 300 
funny; all the things made me feel funny. And like I wanted them 301 
to be different to what they were. Like I wanted the pirate hat to 302 
be something else. Does that make sense? Like I had so much fun 303 
with this – [points to statues] 304 
 305 
Interviewer:  [0:15:34.2] Yeah. 306 
 307 
Participant 1: - because all these items became something else. Yeah. 308 
 309 
Participant 2: [0:15:40.5] I agree because I felt it too. I fell into clichés but - 310 
 311 
Participant 1:   [0:15:43.0] Yeah. 312 
 313 
Participant 2:  - oh, let’s be pirates.” And then I was going like “Oh - 314 
 315 
Participant 1: [0:15:45.9] Which is like it’s all… 316 
 317 
Participant 2: - it was just massive cliché and it wasn’t that interesting. But I did 318 
it. And I was like “I’m going to be a pirate.” And I’m like “Oh!” 319 
Yeah. 320 
 321 
Participant 1: [0:15:52.1] And it’s still kind of fun - 322 
 323 
Participant 2: [0:15:53.5] Yeah. Yeah. 324 
 325 
Participant 1: - but the real joy wasn’t there. 326 
 327 
Participant 2: [0:15:55.8] Yeah. 328 
 329 
Participant 1: [0:15:55.4] And I don’t know if it’s because like we’re actors and 330 
that’s our job is to like, you know, “Do the pirate. I’m a pirate 331 
now.” 332 
 333 
Participant 5: [0:16:02.6] Yeah, yeah, yeah. 334 
 335 
Participant 4: [0:16:03.7] I think there’s something like that that comes up - 336 
because I’ve done this like play thing before in different 337 
workshops and stuff and whenever people say, “Child’s play” lots 338 
of the time people put on a voice and like pretend to be children 339 
playing. And then that’s why like I retreated a lot in the beginning 340 
because I wore the pirate’s hat, the this and that. I was like “I 341 
don’t want to do that.” Like that’s not…I don’t think even as a kid 342 
I was really that into role-playing. I would play games. But like, 343 
yeah, people think that like to do child’s play you have to be like 344 
cowboys and Indians and it’s like “No, it’s just ‘What is playing to 345 
you now?” Like “What? Are you having pure joy with?” And like 346 
rolling around in the cardboard was so fun for me because like it 347 
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was this tactility of like - so, yeah, it was really an interesting 348 
response I was getting from it. So, I didn’t like all the things; I 349 
liked the boxes and the paper and the chalk and the balloons rather 350 
than the objects that were specific objects. I didn’t like the clothes 351 
or anything like that. 352 
 353 
Interviewer:  [0:17:08.9] What’s the time? 354 
 355 
Stage Manager: [0:17:11.1] It’s about five to. 356 
 357 
Interviewer:  [0:17:13.2] Five to? 358 
 359 
Stage Manager: [0:17:13.7] Two. 360 
 361 
Interviewer:  [0:17:15.6] Five to two. Yes, okay. Then we shall wrap up. Thank 362 
you very much for hanging around and chatting. 363 
 364 
 [End of recorded material at 0:17:23.4] 365 
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Appendix 7 – Letter Written by Participant During FAST Show 2 
 
 
I’m not really sure how to have thoughtless fun when I’ve been told to have 
fun. I find I have the most fun when I’m working (writing directing reviewing) 
or with people who love me. I think the assumption that we all have a desire 
to return to the play of children to have ‘fun’, that we rely on ‘stuff’ for fun, 
belittles the human imagination. Play + imagination (the skill of the child) is 
simply to make something there which once was not. This experiment puts 
pressure on people to ‘play’ in a normative way. What I have fun doing is 
writing, which is why I’m alone in this box. This doesn’t look like fun to 
everyone. I don’t think it’s wrong to say serious things can be fun - that they 
can be playful. IDKTHO HAHA 
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Appendix 8 – Example Notes and Journal Entries 
List of props (from Cycle 1, Session 3) 
Ball 















































































































Lollies or other 
treasure
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List of games (from planning stage) 
A game that ends in tears 
A game that ends due to too much 
laughing 
A game played by 2 people for the 
enjoyment of one 
A game played by 2 people for the 
enjoyment of a third 
A game played by one person using 
another 
A game of chance 
A game that nobody likes 
A game to be played in absolute silence 
A game played while talking 
A game that risks too much 
A game that risks nothing 
A game that's only fun for those 
watching 
A game that can't be won 
A game that can't be lost 
A game that will never end 
A game that the players cannot stop 
A game that ends in enlightenment 
A game that involves dancing 
A game that involves singing 
A game that hurts 
A game you wish you hadn't started 
playing 
A game without rules 
A game with one rule 
A game with too many rules 
A game that is full of joy 
A game that is joyless 
A game that isn't a game 
A game that looks like real life 
A game within a game 
A game that ends in silence 
A game of words 
A game played with the feet 
A game of falling 
A noisy game 
A game that involves costumes 
A game of masks 
A dirty game 
A game where you win money 
A gambling game 
A game played with food 
A messy game 
A game that doesn't quite work 
A game that monkeys would play if they 
could talk 
A game that flies would play 
A game that thieves would play 
A game for the paranoid 
A game for the depressed 
A game for the hyperactive 
A game for the homeless 
A game for the mentally handicapped 
A game for those with no legs 
A rebellious game 
A game that takes place in another world 
The Macbeth game 
The Oedipus game 
The Hamlet game 
The Streetcar game 
The 4.48 Psychosis game 
The Batman game 
The Superman game 
The X-Men game 
The Trainspotting game 
The Requiem for a Dream game 
The Little Miss Sunshine game 
The Mad Men game 
The Bollywood game 
The rock band game 
The action movie game 
The horror movie game 
The space game 
The bible game 
The news game 
The terrorist game 
The death game 
The game of life 
A performance game 
A board game with no board 
A card game with no cards 
A game with levels 
A guerrilla game 
The house game 
The doctor game 
The school game 
The work game 
The factory game 
The brothel game 
The explorer game 
The screaming game 
A game played with paper 
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The backstage game 
A game of lies 
A truth game 
A game of entrances and exits 
The heaven game 
The hell game 
A game that breaks down 
A game that can be played without 
others knowing 
A game that observers can win 
A game played with light 
A hiding game 
A chasing game 
A game that involves smell 
A game that involves taste 
A blind game 
A ball game 
A game of love 
A kissing game 
A scary game 
A game that is very simple 
A counting game 
A game of arguing 
A game played in the distant past 
A game played in the distant future 
A game played in the dark 
A game that you can play without 
thinking of it as a game 
A game that you promise to play 
tomorrow 
A game of wishing 
A game of invincibility 
A game of invisibility 
A game of touching 
A game played with water 
An eating game 
A helping game 
A game to play when you’re lonely 
A game to play when you’re angry 
An every person for themselves game 
A competitive game 
A game played against gravity 
A stupid game 
A clever game 
A game with bats or rackets or both 
A game with rope 
A game with dice 
The Who’s The Best game 
A game where things are broken 
A game where things are made 
A game played against the clock 
The Casanova game 
A game that gets more complicated as 
you play 
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Appendix 9 – Ethical Clearance Document 
 
 
